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Behold, days are coming — says the LORD God - 
I will send a hunger to the land, not a hunger for bread 
nor a thirst for water, but to hear the words of the LorpD. 


(AMOS 8:11) 


The Noé edition of the Koren Talmud Bavli 
with the commentary of Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
is dedicated to all those who open its cover 
to quench their thirst for Jewish knowledge, 
in our generation of Torah renaissance. 


This beautiful edition is for the young, the aged, 
the novice and the savant alike, 
as it unites the depth of Torah knowledge 
with the best of academic scholarship. 


Within its exquisite and vibrant pages, 
words become worlds. 


It will claim its place in the library of classics, 
in the bookcases of the Beit Midrash, 
the classrooms of our schools, 
and in the offices of professionals and businesspeople 
who carve out precious time to grapple with its timeless wisdom. 


For the Student and the Scholar 


DEDICATED BY LEO AND SUE NOE 


Steinsaltz 
Center 


KOREN 
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Once upon a time, under pressure of censorship, 
printers would inscribe in the flyleaves 
of volumes of the Talmud: 


Whatever may be written herein about gentiles 
does not refer to the gentiles of today, 
but to gentiles of times past. 


Today, the flyleaves of our books bear a similar inscription, 
albeit an invisible one: 


Whatever may be written herein about Jews 
does not refer to the Jews of today, 
but to Jews who lived in other times. 


So we are able to sit down and study Torah, Talmud, 
books of ethics, or books of faith 


without considering their relevance to our lives. 


Whatever is written there 
does not apply to us or to our generation, 
but only to other people, other times. 


We must expunge from those invisible prologues 
the notion that the words are written about someone else, 
about others, about anyone but us. 


Whether the book is a volume of Torah, 
a tractate of the Talmud, or a tract of faith, 
the opposite must be inscribed: 


Whatever is written herein refers only to me; 
is written for me and obligates me. 


First and foremost, the content is addressed to me. 


— From a public address by Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
as quoted in ow »n (Talks on Parashat HaShavua) 
Maggid Books, 2011 
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... These new commentaries — which include a new interpretation of the Talmud, a 
halakhic summary of the debated issues, and various other sections — are a truly out- 
standing work; they can be of great benefit not only to those familiar with talmudic 
study who seek to deepen their understanding, but also to those who are just begin- 
ning to learn, guiding them through the pathways of the Torah and teaching them 
how to delve into the sea of the Talmud. 


I would like to offer my blessing to this learned scholar. May the Holy One grant him 
success with these volumes and may he merit to write many more, to enhance the 
greatness of Torah, and bring glory to God and His word... 


Rabbi Moshe Feinstein 
New York, 7 Adar 5743 


I have seen one tractate from the Talmud to which the great scholar Rabbi Adin 
Steinsaltz xwSw has added nikkud (vowels) and illustrations to explain that which is 
unknown to many people; he has also added interpretations and innovations, and is 
evidently a talmid hakham. Talmidei hakhamim and yeshiva students ought to study 
these volumes, and synagogues and batei midrash would do well to purchase them, 
as they may find them useful. 


Rabbi Moshe Feinstein 
New York, Adar 5730 
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... I have just had the pleasant surprise of receiving tractate Shabbat (part one), which 

has been published by [Rabbi Steinsaltz] along with his explanations, etc. Happy 
is the man who sees good fruits from his labors. May he continue in this path and 
increase light, for in the matters of holiness there is always room to add — and we 
have been commanded to add — for they are linked to the Holy One, Blessed be He, 
Who is infinite. And may the Holy One grant him success to improve and enhance 
this work, since the greater good strengthens his hand... 


Rabbi Menachem Mendel Schneerson 
The Lubavitcher Rebbe 
Brooklyn, 5 Marheshvan 5729 
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The translation of the books of our past into the language of the present — this was 
the task of the sages of every generation. And in Israel, where the command to “teach 
them repeatedly to your children” applies to all parts of the nation, it was certainly 
the task of every era. This is true for every generation, and in our time — when many 
of those who have strayed far are once again drawing near — all the more so. For many 
today say, “Who will let us drink from the well” of Talmud, and few are those who 
offer up the waters to drink. 


We must, therefore, particularly commend the blessed endeavor of Rabbi Adin Stein- 
saltz to explain the chapters of the Talmud in this extensive yet succinct commentary, 
which, in addition to its literal interpretation of the text, also explicates the latter’s 
underlying logic and translates it into the language of our generation. 


It appears that all those who seek to study Talmud - the diligent student and the 
learned adult — will have no difficulty understanding when using this commentary. 
Moreover, we may hope that the logical explanation will reveal to them the beauty 
of the talmudic page, and they will be drawn deeper and deeper into the intellectual 
pursuit which has engaged the best Jewish minds, and which serves as the corner- 
stone of our very lives... 


Rabbi Moshe Zvi Neria 
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The Talmud in Eruvin 21b states: Rava continued to interpret verses homiletically. What is the 
meaning of the verse: “And besides being wise, Kohelet also taught the people knowledge; and 
he weighed, and sought out, and set in order many proverbs” (Ecclesiastes 12:9)? He explains: 
He taught the people knowledge; he taught it with the accentuation marks in the Torah, and 
explained each matter by means of another matter similar to it. And he weighed [izen], and 
sought out, and set in order many proverbs; Ulla said that Rabbi Eliezer said: At first the Torah 
was like a basket without handles [oznayim] until Solomon came and made handles for it. And 
as Rashi there explains: And thus were Israel able to grasp the mitzvot and distance themselves 
from transgressions — just as a vessel with handles is easily held, etc. 


Such things may be said of this beloved and eminent man, a great sage of Torah and of virtue. 
And far more than he has done with the Oral Torah, he does with the Written Torah — teaching 
the people knowledge. And beyond that, he also affixes handles to the Torah, i.e., to the Talmud, 
which is obscure and difficult for many. Only the intellectual elite, which are a precious few, 
and those who study in yeshiva, can today learn the Talmud and understand what it says — and 
even though we have Rashi, still not everyone uses him. But now the great scholar Rabbi Adin 
Steinsaltz xvw has come and affixed handles to the Torah, allowing the Talmud to be held 
and studied, even by simple men. And he has composed a commentary alongside the text, a 
fine commentary in clear, comprehensible language, “a word fitly spoken” with explanations 
and illustrations, so that all those who seek to study the work of God can do so. 


Rabbi Mordechai Eliyahu 
Former Chief Rabbi of Israel, 7 Tishrei 5754 
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Message from Rabbi Adin Even-lsrael Steinsaltz 


The Talmud is the cornerstone of Jewish culture. True, our culture originated in the 
Bible and has branched out in directions besides the Talmud, yet the latter’s influ- 
ence on Jewish culture is fundamental. Perhaps because it was composed not by a 
single individual, but rather by hundreds and thousands of Sages in batei midrash in 
an ongoing, millennium-long process, the Talmud expresses the deepest themes and 
values not only of the Jewish people, but also of the Jewish spirit. As the basic study 
text for young and old, laymen and learned, the Talmud may be said to embody the 
historical trajectory of the Jewish soul. It is, therefore, best studied interactively, its 
subject matter coming together with the student’s questions, perplexities, and inno- 
vations to form a single intricate weave. In the entire scope of Jewish culture, there 
is not one area that does not draw from or converse with the Talmud. The study of 
Talmud is thus the gate through which a Jew enters his life’s path. 


The Koren Talmud Barli seeks to render the Talmud accessible to the millions of Jews 
whose mother tongue is English, allowing them to study it, approach it, and perhaps 
even become one with it. 


This project has been carried out and assisted by several people, all of whom have 
worked tirelessly to turn this vision into an actual set of books to be studied. It is a 
joyful duty to thank the many partners in this enterprise for their various contribu- 
tions. Thanks to Koren Publishers Jerusalem, both for the publication of this set and 
for the design ofits very complex graphic layout. Thanks ofa different sort are owed 
to the Steinsaltz Center and its director, Rabbi Menachem Even-lIsrael, for their de- 
termination and persistence in setting this goal and reaching it. Many thanks to the 
translators, editors, and proofreaders for their hard and meticulous work. Thanks 
to the individuals and organizations that supported this project, chief among them 
the Matanel Foundation and the Noé family of London. And thanks in advance to 
all those who will invest their time, hearts, and minds in studying these volumes — to 
learn, to teach, and to practice. 


Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
Jerusalem 5773 


A MESSAGE FROM RABBI ADIN EVEN-ISRAEL STEINSALTZ 
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We are indeed privileged to dedicate this edition of the Koren Talmud Bavli in honor 
of the generous support of Leo and Sue Noé of London. 


The name Noé is synonymous with philanthropy. The family’s charitable endeavors 
span a vast range of educational projects, welfare institutions, and outreach 
organizations across the globe, with a particular emphasis on the “nurturing of each 
individual.” Among so many other charitable activities, the Noés have been deeply 
involved with Kisharon, which provides the British Jewish community with vital 
support for hundreds of people with learning difficulties and their families; they 
provide steadfast support of SEED, which stands at the forefront of adult Jewish 
education in the UK, and Kemach, an organization in Israel that “helps Haredi 
students sustain themselves in dignity,” providing both professional and vocational 
training for the Haredi community in Israel. 


The Noés are not simply donors to institutions. They are partners. Donors think of a 
sum. Partners think of a cause, becoming rigorously and keenly involved, and giving 
of their time and energy. We are honored that they have chosen to partner with our 
two organizations, the Steinsaltz Center and Koren Publishers Jerusalem, enabling 
us to further and deepen learning among all Jews. 


Leo and Sue are the proud parents and grandparents of five children and their 
families. The next generation has been taught by example that with life’s gifts come 
the responsibilities to be active within and contribute to society — both Jewish and 
non-Jewish — as is consistent with the noblest of Jewish values. 


Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
Matthew Miller, Publisher 
Jerusalem 5773 
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Introduction by the Editor-in-Chief 


The publication of tractate Menahot is another noteworthy achievement for the 
Koren Talmud Bavli project. With this, the second tractate of Seder Kodashim, the 
Order of Consecrated Items, we take yet another step toward our goal, the comple- 
tion of a new and unique translation of the Babylonian Talmud. 


Presenting the English-speaking world with a translation that possesses all the 
merits of the original Hebrew work by Rabbi Steinsaltz, the text provides assistance 
for the beginner of any age who seeks to obtain the necessary skills to become an 
adept talmudist. Beginning with Berakhot and continuing through Menahot, the team 
has brought excellence to every aspect of the daunting task of translating Rabbi Adin 
Even-Israel Steinsaltz’s masterful Hebrew translation of the Talmud into English. 


Rabbi Steinsaltz’s work is much more than a mere translation. It includes a coher- 
ent interpretation of the Mishna and the Gemara, and an expansion of the text that 
provides an array of intriguing marginal notes. Rendering this masterpiece into 
English called for talents that include biblical and talmudic scholarship, literary skills, 
linguistic expertise, editorial acumen, graphic and visual creativity, and most of all, 
teamwork and diligence. Congratulations to every member of the team are in order, 
and celebration of our achievement is well deserved. 


I'd like to take this opportunity to express our gratitude to the Almighty for giving 
us the strength to persevere at this sacred task for the past several years. These years 
have been difficult ones for the Jewish people, and especially for those of us who 
dwell in Eretz Yisrael. But the difficulties have not diminished our ability to succeed 
in our goals. For that we thank the Master of the Universe. 


Students of tractate Menahot will be both informed and inspired. They will be in- 
formed of the centrality of the Holy Temple in our faith tradition, and will learn in 
detail about the sacrificial rites performed there. They will be inspired by the me- 
ticulous care with which those rites were performed and by the attention given to 
the requirement that the sacrifices be offered with the proper intentions. Although 
sacrifices are no longer offered in the absence of the Holy Temple, the reader will 
find contemporary relevance in the passages which discuss the mitzvot of tzitzit and 
tefilin, and the rules of priorities in mitzva performance. As always, we consider our 
efforts successful if the reader comes away from the text a better person, and not just 
a better-informed person. For it is our contention that Talmud study fosters lifelong 
ethical development and a profound sensitivity to the needs and concerns of other 
human beings. 


We have now had the opportunity to survey hundreds of responses submitted by our 
readers. Naturally, these include constructive criticism and reports of errors that are 
inevitable in such an undertaking. We have systematically preserved such responses 


INTRODUCTION BY THE EDITOR-IN-CHIEF, RABBI DR. TZVI HERSH WEINREB 
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so that we can correct them in future editions. Indeed, we have already begun to 
do so for the initial tractates in our series. 


The most exciting result of our survey has been our discovery that “consumers” of 
Koren Talmud Bavli are a remarkably diverse group. They range from beginners 
who have never before been exposed to a blatt gemara, to accomplished scholars 
who have completed the study of the entire Talmud more than once. Beginners 
find our work not only a helpful introduction to Talmud study, but an impetus to the 
further study of rabbinic texts. Experienced scholars report that our work provides 
them with unexpected insights and fresh perspectives that enhance their apprecia- 
tion of texts with which they have long been acquainted. 


Tractate Menahot, part 1, is the thirty-fifth volume of the project. Like the preceding 
volumes, it includes the entire original text, in the traditional configuration and pagi- 
nation of the famed Vilna edition of the Talmud. This enables the student to follow 
the core text with the commentaries of Rashi, Tosafot, and the customary marginalia. 
It also provides a clear English translation in contemporary idiom, faithfully based 
upon the modern Hebrew edition. 


At least equal to the linguistic virtues of this edition are the qualities of its graphic 
design. Rather than intimidate students by confronting them with a page-size block 
of text, we have divided the page into smaller thematic units. Thus, readers can 
focus their attention and absorb each discrete discussion before proceeding to the 
next unit. The design of each page allows for sufficient white space to ease the visual 
task of reading. The illustrations, one of the most innovative features of the Hebrew 
edition, have been substantially enhanced and reproduced in color. 


The end result is a literary and artistic masterpiece. This has been achieved through 
the dedicated work of a large team of translators, headed by Rabbi Joshua Schreier; 
the unparalleled creative efforts of the gifted staff at Koren; and the inspired and 
impressive administrative skills of Rabbi Jason Rappoport, managing editor of 
the Koren Talmud Bavli project. 


It is an honor for me to acknowledge the role of Matthew Miller of Koren Publishers 
Jerusalem in this historic achievement. Without him this work would never have 
begun. Its success is attributable to his vision and supervision. I owe a great personal 
debt to him for selecting me as editor-in-chief, and I am continually astounded by 
his commitment to Jewish learning, the Jewish people, and the Jewish homeland. 


The group of individuals who surround Rabbi Steinsaltz and support his work 
deserve our thanks as well. I have come to appreciate their energy, initiative, and 
persistence. And I thank the indefatigable Rabbi Menachem Even-Israel, whom 
I cannot praise highly enough. The quality of his guidance and good counsel is 
surpassed only by his commitment to the dissemination and perpetuation of his 
father’s precious teachings. 


Finally, in humility, awe, and great respect, I acknowledge Rabbi Adin Even-Israel 
Steinsaltz. I thank him for the inspirational opportunity he has granted me to work 
with one of the outstanding sages of our time. 


Rabbi Tzvi Hersh Weinreb 
Jerusalem 5778 
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Preface by the Executive Editor 


The Koren Talmud Baviiis in the midst ofits treatment of the fifth order of the Talmud, 
Kodashim, the Order of Consecrated Items, an order that deals primarily with the 
sublime and the spiritual. As the Rambam wrote in his Guide of the Perplexed, it is 
the spiritual that constitutes the ultimate form of worshipping God. 


In the previous order, Nezikin, the Order of Damages, the primary focus is on 
actions and the ramifications of those actions, as they are manifest in the laws of 
damages, labor relations, transactions, and the like. One’s intent is less significant, 
as, for example, with regard to damages, the Sages stated (Sanhedrin 72a): One is 
liable whether the damage was unintentional or intentional, whether by unavoidable 
accident, or whether willingly. 


In Kodashim, the primary focus is on intent. Clearly, there are actions that must be 
performed; however, the effectiveness of those actions is dictated by the accompany- 
ing intent. This is exemplified by the laws governing the sacrifice of animal offerings. 
There are four sacrificial rites, which constitute the essence of the offering. They are: 
Slaughter, collection of the blood, conveying the blood to the altar, and sprinkling 
the blood on the altar. If during the performance of these rites one’s intent was to 
consume the offering after its designated time, the offering is disqualified. 


My involvement in the production of the Koren Talmud Bavli has been both a privi- 
lege and a pleasure. The Steinsaltz Center, headed by Rabbi Menachem Even-Israel 
and devoted to the dissemination of the wide-ranging, monumental works of Rabbi 
Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz, constitutes the Steinsaltz side of this partnership; Koren 
Publishers Jerusalem, headed by Matthew Miller, constitutes the publishing side of 
this partnership. The combination of the inspiration, which is the hallmark of Shefa, 
with the creativity and professionalism for which Koren is renowned and which I 
experience on a daily basis, has lent the Koren Talmud Bavli its outstanding quality 
in terms of both content and form. 


I would be remiss if I failed to mention the contribution of Raphaël Freeman, who 
guided this project from its inception and is largely responsible for transforming 
the content of the Steinsaltz Talmud into the aesthetic Koren Talmud Bavli that is 
before you. He was succeeded by Dena Landowne Bailey, who facilitated a seam- 
less transition and continued to ensure that the Koren Talmud Bavli lives up to 
the lofty standards that are the hallmark of Koren Publishers. Tomi Mager has as- 
sumed responsibility for the layout beginning with tractate Menahot. I would like to 
welcome her aboard, and wish her much success in her new undertaking. 
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I would like to express my appreciation for Rabbi Dr. Tzvi Hersh Weinreb, the editor- 
in-chief, whose insight and guidance have been invaluable. Rabbi Jason Rappoport, 
the managing editor, has added professionalism to this project, systematizing the 
work of the large staff, and it is thanks to him that the project is proceeding with 
efficiency and excellence. Rabbi Dr. Joshua Amaru, the coordinating editor, oversees 
the work of the translators and editors, and is largely responsible for ensuring the 
consistently high quality of their work. The contribution of my friend and colleague, 
Rabbi Dr. Shalom Z. Berger, the senior content editor, cannot be overstated; his 
title does not begin to convey the excellent direction he has provided in all aspects 
of this project. 


The staff of copy editors, headed by Aliza Israel, with Ita Olesker as production coor- 
dinator, pleasantly but firmly ensures that the finished product conforms to standards 
and is consistently excellent. The erudite and articulate men and women who serve 
as translators, editors, and copy editors generate the content that is ultimately the 
raison d'etre of the Koren Talmud Bavii. 


I would also like to express appreciation for the invaluable contribution of the tech- 
nical staff. Without them, the jobs of the entire staff of translators and editors would 
be much more difficult. Thanks to Tani Bednarsh, Adena Frazer, Yaakov Shmidman, 
Shaltiel Shmidman, and Nava Wieder. 


Thanks to my former and present fellow occupants of the Koren beit midrash: Rabbi 
David Fuchs, Rabbi Yinon Chen, Efrat Gross, and others. Their mere presence 
creates an atmosphere conducive to the serious endeavor that we have undertaken 
and their assistance in all matters, large and small, is appreciated. 


At the risk of being repetitious, I would like to thank Rabbi Dr. Berger for intro- 
ducing me to the world of Steinsaltz. Finally, I would like to thank Rabbi Menachem 
Even-Israel, with whom it continues to be a pleasure to move forward in this great 
enterprise. 


Rabbi Joshua Schreier 
Jerusalem 5778 
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Introduction by the Publisher 


The Talmud has sustained and inspired Jews for thousands of years. Throughout 
Jewish history, an elite cadre of scholars has absorbed its learning and passed it on 
to succeeding generations. The Talmud has been the fundamental text of our people. 


Beginning in the 1960s, Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz xvw created a revolu- 
tion in the history of Talmud study. His translation of the Talmud, first into modern 
Hebrew and then into other languages, as well the practical learning aids he added 
to the text, have enabled millions of people around the world to access and master 
the complexity and context of the world of Talmud. 


It is thus a privilege to present the Koren Talmud Bavli, an English translation of 
the talmudic text with the brilliant elucidation of Rabbi Steinsaltz. The depth and 
breadth of his knowledge are unique in our time. His rootedness in the tradition and 
his reach into the world beyond it are inspirational. 


Working with Rabbi Steinsaltz on this remarkable project has been not only an honor, 
but a great pleasure. Never shy to express an opinion, with wisdom and humor, Rabbi 
Steinsaltz sparkles in conversation, demonstrating his knowledge (both sacred and 
worldly), sharing his wide-ranging interests, and, above all, radiating his passion. I am 
grateful for the unique opportunity to work closely with him, and I wish him many 
more years of writing and teaching. 


Our intentions in publishing this new edition of the Talmud are threefold. First, we 
seek to fully clarify the talmudic page to the reader — textually, intellectually, and 
graphically. Second, we seek to utilize today’s most sophisticated technologies, both 
in print and electronic formats, to provide the reader with a comprehensive set of 
study tools. And third, we seek to help readers advance in their process of Talmud 
study. 


To achieve these goals, the Koren Talmud Bavli is unique in a number of ways: 


e The classic tzurat hadaf of Vilna, used by scholars since the 1800s, has been reset 
for greater clarity, and opens from the Hebrew “front” of the book. Full nikkud 
has been added to both the talmudic text and Rashi’s commentary, allowing 
for a more fluent reading with the correct pronunciation; the commentaries of 
Tosafot have been punctuated. Upon the advice of many English-speaking teach- 
ers of Talmud, we have separated these core pages from the translation, thereby 
enabling the advanced student to approach the text without the distraction of the 
translation. This also reduces the number of volumes in the set. At the bottom 
of each daf, there is a reference to the corresponding English pages. In addition, 
the Vilna edition was read against other manuscripts and older print editions, so 
that texts which had been removed by non-Jewish censors have been restored to 
their rightful place. 
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e The English translation, which starts on the English “front” of the book, reproduces the menukad 
Talmud text alongside the English translation (in bold) and commentary and explanation (in a 
lighter font). The Hebrew and Aramaic text is presented in logical paragraphs. This allows for a 
fluent reading of the text for the non-Hebrew or non-Aramaic reader. It also allows for the Hebrew 
reader to refer easily to the text alongside. Where the original text features dialogue or poetry, the 
English text is laid out in a manner appropriate to the genre. Each page refers to the relevant daf. 


e Critical contextual tools surround the text and translation: personality notes, providing short 
biographies of the Sages; language notes, explaining foreign terms borrowed from Greek, Latin, 
Persian, or Arabic; and background notes, giving information essential to the understanding of 
the text, including history, geography, botany, archaeology, zoology, astronomy, and aspects of 
daily life in the talmudic era. 


e Halakhic summaries provide references to the authoritative legal decisions made over the centu- 
ries by the rabbis. They explain the reasons behind each halakhic decision as well as the ruling’s 
close connection to the Talmud and its various interpreters. 


e Photographs, drawings, and other illustrations have been added throughout the text — in full 
color in the Standard and Electronic editions, and in black and white in the Daf Yomi edition — 
to visually elucidate the text. 


This is not an exhaustive list of features of this edition; it merely presents an overview for the 
English-speaking reader who may not be familiar with the “total approach” to Talmud pioneered 
by Rabbi Steinsaltz. 


Several professionals have helped bring this vast collaborative project to fruition. My many col- 
leagues are noted on the Acknowledgments page, and the leadership of this project has been 
exceptional. 


RABBI MENACHEM EVEN-ISRAEL, DIRECTOR OF THE STEINSALTZ CENTER, was the driving 
force behind this enterprise. With enthusiasm and energy, he formed the happy alliance with Koren 
and established close relationships among all involved in the work. 


RABBI DR. TZVI HERSH WEINREB ¥’DW, EDITOR-IN-CHIEF, brought to this project his pro- 
found knowledge of Torah, intellectual literacy of Talmud, and erudition of Western literature. It is 
to him that the text owes its very high standard, both in form and content, and the logical manner 
in which the beauty of the Talmud is presented. 


RABBI JOSHUA SCHREIER, EXECUTIVE EDITOR, assembled an outstanding group of scholars, 
translators, editors, and copy editors, whose standards and discipline enabled this project to proceed 
in a timely and highly professional manner. 


RABBI MEIR HANEGBI, EDITOR OF THE HEBREW EDITION OF THE STEINSALTZ TALMUD, 
lent his invaluable assistance throughout the work process, supervising the reproduction of the 
Vilna pages. 

RAPHAEL FREEMAN created this Talmud’s unique typographic design which, true to the Koren 


approach, is both elegant and user friendly. 


It has been an enriching experience for all of us at Koren Publishers Jerusalem to work with the Shefa 
Foundation and the Steinsaltz Center to develop and produce the Koren Talmud Bavli. We pray that 
this publication will be a source of great learning and, ultimately, greater avodat Hashem for all Jews. 


Matthew Miller, Publisher 
Koren Publishers Jerusalem 


Jerusalem 5773 


XXiV INTRODUCTION BY THE PUBLISHER 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Introduction to Menahot 


Tractate Menahot discusses the halakhot of various offerings, specifically those that 
are brought from grain, i.e., wheat or barley, as well as the libations of oil and wine 
sacrificed in the Temple. Menahot therefore complements tractate Zevahim, which 
examines the halakhot of offerings brought from livestock or birds, and there are 
many parallels between the two tractates. 


Just as there are various types of animal and bird offerings, so too, there are several 
types of meal offerings: Voluntary meal offerings, obligatory meal offerings, meal 
offerings brought as atonement for a transgression, individual meal offerings, and 
communal meal offerings. Similarly, just like animal offerings, there are portions of 
the meal offerings that are burned on the altar and other portions consumed by the 
priests. But whereas animal offerings are divided into two categories: Offerings of 
lesser sanctity and offerings of the most sacred order, all meal offerings are classified 
as offerings of the most sacred order. Accordingly, their consumption is permitted 
only to male members of the priesthood, and they may be eaten only inside the 
Temple courtyard. 


Perhaps most importantly, the four sacrificial rites performed during the service of a 
meal offering parallel the four rites performed with an animal offering. In other words, 
the removal of a handful from the meal offering, the sanctification of that handful in a 
service vessel, its conveyance to the altar, and the burning of the handful on the altar 
parallel, respectively, the slaughter of an animal offering, the collection of its blood, 
the conveyance of that blood to the altar, and the presentation of the blood on the 
altar. Additionally, just as the presentation of the blood of an offering renders the 
remainder of that offering permitted for consumption by the priests or for sacrifice 
on the altar, so too, the burning of the handful on the altar renders the remainder 
of the meal offering permitted to the priests for consumption. Furthermore, just 
as the improper performance of one of the rites of an animal offering, or improper 
intent during one of these rites, disqualifies the offering, so too, meal offerings are 
disqualified through improper performance of one of their rites or improper intent 
during one of them. 


There are also certain differences between meal offerings and animal offerings. 
Whereas an animal offering is fit for slaughter in its natural state, a meal offering 
must be prepared before it can be brought as an offering. Additionally, an animal 
offering is a single body, i.e., the animal itself, whereas a meal offering comprises 
several elements, namely, the flour, oil, and frankincense. 


Together, tractates Zevahim and Menahot provide an extensive analysis of the sacrifi- 
cial rites of all offerings sacrificed in the Temple. It is worth noting that the latter part 
of Menahot deals with halakhot applying to all sacrificial offerings. The tractate also 
concludes with a celebrated general statement: It is written with regard to an animal 
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burnt offering: “An offering made by fire, of a pleasing aroma” (Leviticus 1:9), and 

with regard to a bird burnt offering: “An offering made by fire, of a pleasing aroma” 
(Leviticus 1:17), and also with regard to a meal offering: “An offering made by fire, 
of a pleasing aroma” (Leviticus 2:2). This teaches that one who brings an expensive 

offering and one who brings a less expensive offering are equal before God, provided 

that they direct their hearts toward Heaven. 


There are many ways to categorize the various types of meal offerings. One can 
distinguish between meal offerings that are voluntary, those that are obligatory, and 
those that are brought as atonement for a transgression. One can also differentiate 
between individual meal offerings and communal ones, or between meal offerings 
that are brought as independent offerings and those that are brought in conjunction 
with slaughtered offerings. Furthermore, one can distinguish between meal offerings 
based on their contents, as some are brought from wheat while others are brought 
from barley, and some contain oil and frankincense, whereas others contain only one 
of these ingredients or even neither. 


Meal offerings can also be classified by the manner of their preparation: Some are 
sacrificed as a raw mixture of flour and oil, while others are baked or fried before they 
are sacrificed. Of these, most meal offerings are baked or fried to form unleavened 
bread, while a minority of them are prepared as leavened bread. Additionally, most 
meal offerings undergo the sacrificial rite of the removal of a handful, which is the only 
part of the offering that is sacrificed upon the altar. Some meal offerings are burned 
in their entirety upon the altar without the removal of a handful. 


In total, there are fifteen different types of meal offerings: Eleven are meal offerings 
brought by an individual, three are communal offerings, and the last includes all 
meal offerings that accompany the libations brought with slaughtered offerings. 
With regard to this last type, there is no distinction between the individual and the 
community. 


Of the eleven types of individual meal offerings, five are voluntary offerings, described 
in the Torah according to their manner of preparation (see Leviticus 2:1-10): A meal 
offering of flour, a meal offering of loaves, a meal offering of wafers, a meal offering 
prepared in a pan, and a meal offering prepared in a deep pan. The remaining six are 
the meal offering of a sinner, brought by one who is obligated to bring a sliding-scale 
offering and cannot afford to bring an animal or bird (see Leviticus 5:11-13); the meal 
offering of jealousy, brought by a sota (see Numbers 5:25); the inaugural meal offer- 
ing, brought by all priests when they begin their service in the Temple (see Leviticus 
6:13); the griddle-cake offering of the High Priest, brought daily by the High Priest, 
half of which is sacrificed in the morning and the other half of which is sacrificed in 
the afternoon (see Leviticus 6:15); the loaves brought with a thanks offering (see 
Leviticus 7:12-14); and the loaves of a nazirite, sacrificed by a nazirite together with 
the offerings he must bring at the completion of his naziriteship (see Numbers 6:14). 


There are three types of communal meal offerings: The omer meal offering (see Leviti- 
cus 23:10-11), the two loaves of bread brought on Shavuot (see Leviticus 23:17), and 
the shewbread, placed every Shabbat on the Table inside the Sanctuary (see Leviticus 
24:5-8). The halakhot of the bread sacrificed with the inaugural ram offerings brought 
by Aaron and his sons when they were anointed as priests (see Leviticus, chapter 8) 
are also discussed in this tractate. 


Tractate Menahot also contains halakhic deliberations concerning topics not directly 
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related to meal offerings, which are nevertheless examined at length due to their 
mention in the mishnayot. In fact, the overwhelming majority of halakhot and aggadic 
literature pertaining to the mitzvot of ritual fringes, phylacteries, and mezuza are 
found in Menahot. There are additional discussions relating to these topics dispersed 
throughout the rest of the Talmud, but the main analyses of the commentaries and 
rabbinic authorities on these topics are based on the passages in this tractate. 


In all, tractate Menahot has thirteen chapters, the first four of which appear in this 
volume. Some chapters focus ona single topic, while others deal with multiple issues. 


Chapter One discusses the halakhot of meal offerings that are disqualified through 
improper intent, e.g., an offering that was sacrificed not for its own sake, or that was 
sacrificed with the intent to partake of it outside its proper place or beyond its proper 
time. It also addresses the sacrificial rites during which improper intent disqualifies 
the offering, as well as which individuals disqualify it when they perform its rites. 


Chapter Two focuses on those instances where improper intent with regard to one 
part of a meal offering disqualifies the entire offering. 


Chapter Three deals with multiple topics. The beginning of the chapter mentions 
those instances where improper intent with regard to a meal offering does not dis- 
qualify it. The chapter also discusses the parts of meal offerings that are indispensable 
to the whole, i.e., their absence or invalidation disqualifies the entire offering. In line 
with this last topic, the mishnayot cite various instances where the individual parts 
of an item are indispensable. It is in this context that the Gemara expands upon the 
halakhot of mezuza and phylacteries. 


Chapter Four lists various items whose individual parts are not indispensable to 
the whole despite the fact that it would have been logical to suggest otherwise. An 
extensive analysis of the halakhot of ritual fringes is found in this chapter. 
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And when one brings a meal offering unto the Lord, his offering 
shall be of fine flour; and he shall pour oil upon it, and put 
frankincense upon it. And he shall bring it to Aaron’s sons, the 
priests; and he shall remove his handful of its fine flour, and 
of its oil, together with all its frankincense; and the priest shall 
make its memorial part smoke upon the altar, an offering made 
by fire, of a pleasing aroma to the Lord. 

(Leviticus 2:1-2) 


This is the law of the burnt offering, of the meal offering, and of 
the sin offering, and of the guilt offering, and of the consecra- 
tion offering, and of the sacrifice of peace offerings. 


(Leviticus 7:37) 


Although meal offerings differ greatly from slaughtered offerings, e.g., meal offerings 
are brought from flour whereas slaughtered offerings are brought from livestock, and 
meal offerings require preparation before their sacrifice whereas slaughtered offerings 
are fit for sacrifice in their natural state, nevertheless, the Torah teaches that the same 
basic halakhot apply to both meal offerings and slaughtered offerings, as indicated by 
the verse: “This is the law of the burnt offering, of the meal offering, and of the sin 
offering” (Leviticus 7:37). Accordingly, many comparisons can be drawn between 
the halakhot of meal offerings and those of slaughtered offerings, particularly with 
regard to what does and does not disqualify an offering. 


The first chapter of Menahot in many aspects parallels the first chapter of Zevahim, 
as both address the various ways in which an offering can be disqualified through 
improper intent. This chapter will deal extensively with comparisons between meal 
offerings and slaughtered offerings. For example, certain slaughtered offerings are 
not rendered unfit when they are slaughtered not for their sake, despite the fact that 
the owner does not fulfill his obligation through that offering. Other slaughtered 
offerings are disqualified entirely through such intent. This chapter will discuss the 
halakha of meal offerings whose sacrificial rites are performed not for their sake, 
and will address the question of which meal offerings are fit and which are disquali- 
fied. Furthermore, slaughtered offerings are disqualified when their sacrificial rites 
are performed with the intent to sacrifice them or to partake of them beyond their 
designated time or outside their designated area [piggul]. If the improper intent 
concerns their designated time, the offerings are rendered piggul as well. This chapter 
will discuss which meal offerings are disqualified on account of such intent and which 
are rendered piggul. Since an offering is disqualified due to this intent only if one had 
such intent during the performance of one of the offering’s four sacrificial rites, this 
chapter will also clarify the details of the four sacrificial rites of meal offerings, which 
parallel those of slaughtered offerings. 


Additionally, just as slaughtered offerings are disqualified when their sacrificial rites 
are performed by one unfit to perform the rites or in a manner unfit for those rites, 
so too, meal offerings are disqualified as a result of these factors. The sacrifice of 
a meal offering involves procedures different from those of a slaughtered offering, 
and this chapter will analyze which procedures disqualify a meal offering when not 
performed in their proper manner, and which do not disqualify it after the fact. 


As already noted, slaughtered offerings require no preparation before their slaughter. 
By contrast, with regard to meal offerings, one must first mix oil into the flour and 
then place frankincense upon the mixture before the priest may begin the sacrificial 
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process by removing a handful from the flour. As this process differs significantly 
from that of a slaughtered offering, this chapter will deal extensively with various 
questions that arise with regard to the mixture of flour, oil, and frankincense, and 
the removal of the handful, as well as its proper measure. 


These are the main issues addressed in this chapter, although other halakhot involving 
meal offerings will also be examined. 
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MISHNA™== one brings a meal offering to the 


Temple, the priest removes a handful from it, 
places the handful into a service vessel, conveys it to the altar, and 
burns it. At that point, the remainder is permitted to the priests for 
consumption and the owner has fulfilled his obligation. In this 
context, the mishna teaches: All the meal offerings" from which 
a handful was removed not for their sake" but for the sake of 
another meal offering are fit" for sacrifice. But these offerings did 
not satisfy the obligation of the owner, who must therefore bring 
another offering. This is the halakha with regard to all meal offerings 
except for the meal offering of a sinner" and the meal offering 
of jealousy, which is brought as part of the rite of a woman sus- 
pected by her husband of having been unfaithful [sota]. In those 
cases, if the priest removed the handful not for its own sake, the 
offering is disqualified. 


With regard to the meal offering ofa sinner and the meal offering 
of jealousy from which the priest removed a handful not for their 
sake, or where he placed a handful from them in a vessel, or con- 
veyed the handful to the altar, or burned the handful on the altar, 
not for their sake, or for their sake and not for their sake, or not 
for their sake and for their sake, they are disqualified. 


The mishna elaborates: How are these rites performed for their sake 
and not for their sake? It is in a case where one removed the hand- 
ful with two intentions: For the sake of the meal offering of a 
sinner and for the sake of a voluntary meal offering. How are 
these rites performed not for their sake and for their sake? It is in 
a case where one removed the handful with two intentions: For the 
sake of a voluntary meal offering and for the sake of the meal 
offering of a sinner. 


G E M ARA The mishna teaches: All the meal offerings 


from which a handful was removed not for 
their sake but for the sake of another meal offering are fit for sacrifice, 
but these offerings did not satisfy the obligation of the owner. The 
Gemara asks: Why do I need the mishna to teach: But these offer- 
ings did not [ella shelo ]" satisfy the obligation of the owner? Let it 
teach simply: And they did not [velo] satisfy the obligation of the 
owner. What does the word ella add? 


HALAKHA 


All the meal offerings from which a handful was removed not 
for their sake - row xb inp nima bs: A meal offering can 
be disqualified through certain improper intentions during the 
performance of any of its four sacrificial rites, i.e., the removal of 
the handful, the placement of the handful in a service vessel, its 
conveyance to the altar, and its placement on the fire upon the 
altar. With regard to meal offerings whose sacrificial rites were not 
performed for their own sake, e.g. if a handful was removed from a 
voluntary meal offering for the sake of the meal offering of a sinner, 
or a handful was removed from a deep-pan meal offering for the 


sake of a pan meal offering, or if a rite was performed not for the sake 
of its owner, e.g., the meal offering of one person was sacrificed for 
the sake of another person, these offerings are valid, but they do not 
satisfy the obligations of their owners (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 13:1, 6, 15:2). 


Except for the meal offering of a sinner, etc. — 2) kbIN NaN yan: 
In the case of the meal offering of a sinner and the meal offering 
of jealousy, if any of the four sacrificial rites of meal offerings were 
performed not for their sake, the meal offering is entirely disqualified 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 15:2). 


NOTES 


All the meal offerings, etc. -^3 ninyan bp: There 
are eight types of meal offerings whose sacrifice 
requires the removal of a handful, which is then 
burned upon the altar. For these meal offerings, the 
removal of the handful and its subsequent sacrifice 
upon the altar renders permitted the remainder of 
the meal offering to the priests for consumption. 
Five of these meal offerings are brought as gift 
offerings: A meal offering of flour, a meal offering 
of loaves, a meal offering of wafers, a meal offering 
prepared in a pan, and a meal offering prepared in 
a deep pan (see Leviticus 2:1-10). The three remain- 
ing meal offerings are the meal offering of a sinner 
(see Leviticus 5:11-13); the meal offering of jealousy 
brought by a sota (see Numbers 5:25); and the omer 
meal offering (see Leviticus 2310-1), which is not 
mentioned in this mishna but is the subject of a 
dispute between amora‘im on 4a. 


Not for their sake — mwh xbw: The Gemara 
(Zevahim 2b) establishes that this refers specifically 
to an instance where a priest sacrifices an offer- 
ing explicitly for the sake of a different offering, 
e.g. he sacrifices a burnt offering with the intent 
that it be a peace offering. But if a priest sacrifices 
an offering without specific intent, the offering is 
valid and it fulfills the obligation of the owner. Even 
the meal offering of a sinner and a meal offering 
of jealousy are valid when sacrificed without any 
specific intent (Likkutei Halakhot). 

The Gemara does not cite a source for the 
halakha that meal offerings must be sacrificed 
for their own sake. Tosafot explain that it is based 
on the halakha of peace offerings, as the verse 
equates the different offerings: “This is the law of 
the burnt offering, of the meal offering, and of the 
sin offering, and of the guilt offering, and of the 
consecration offering, and of the sacrifice of peace 
offerings” (Leviticus 7:37). The Sages derive from 
this verse that the obligation to sacrifice an offer- 
ing for its own sake applies to all types of offerings 
(Zevahim 4a). 


Fit - nipwa: The remainder of the sacrificial rites 
of these offerings must be performed in the 
appropriate manner (Rambam’s Commentary on 
the Mishna). Accordingly, the handful of this meal 
offering must be burned upon the altar, after which 
the remainder is eaten by the priests (Rashi). 


The meal offering of a sinner - xvin nmn: 
There are several sins for which one must bring a 
sliding-scale offering in order to achieve atone- 
ment. In these cases, a wealthy individual sacrifices 
a lamb or a goat as a sin offering. If one cannot 
afford this, he sacrifices doves or pigeons instead. 
If he is too poor to afford even that, he brings a 
meal offering (Rashi). 


Why do I need the mishna to teach: But [ella] - 
xox Kamay b mig: The Gemara's question is based 
on the assumption that the tanna of a mishna 
invariably uses concise and efficient language. 
Accordingly, the term ella indicates that an offer- 
ing that was slaughtered not for its own sake is 
considered valid in multiple aspects, and its only 
deficiency as an offering is that it does not fulfill 
the obligation of the owner. In light of this, the 
Gemara asks the following question: Aside from 
the fact that its remainder may be consumed by 
the priests, in what other respect is this offering 
considered valid, as indicated by the word ella? 
(Shita Mekubbetzet). 
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HALAKHA 

And it is prohibited to deviate — mw TDK: 
It is prohibited to perform the sacrificial rites of 
offerings with improper intentions. Therefore, if a 
sacrificial animal was slaughtered not for its own 
sake, or if a handful was taken from a meal offering 
not for its own sake, the subsequent sacrificial rites 
of the offering must be performed for their own 
sake, whether the initial deviation was intentional 
or unwitting (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 15:3). 
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The Gemara responds: By adding this word, the mishna teaches us 
that the only deficiency of these offerings is that they did not satisfy 
the obligation of the owner; but the meal offering itself is valid 
and it is still prohibited to deviate’ from the protocol of its sacri- 
ficial process. For example, if a handful was removed from a meal 
offering not for its own sake, it is prohibited to also burn it not 
for its own sake. This halakha is in accordance with the statement 
of Rava, as Rava says: With regard to a burnt offering that one 
slaughtered not for its own sake, it is still prohibited to sprinkle 
its blood on the altar not for its own sake. 


The Gemara adds: If you wish, propose a logical argument to 

support this statement; and if you wish, cite a verse" as proof. The 

Gemara elaborates: If you wish, propose a logical argument: Just 
because one deviated from protocol in its sacrifice once, by remov- 
ing the handful, could it be that he should continue to deviate from 

protocol in all the rest of the sacrificial rites? One deviation does 

not justify additional deviations. 


And if you wish, cite a verse: “That which has gone out of your 
lips you shall observe and do; according to what you have vowed 
as a gift offering to the Lord your God, that which you have prom- 
ised with your mouth” (Deuteronomy 23:24). The Gemara analyzes 
the verse: Is it a gift offering? It is a vow offering.“ Why does the 
verse first call it a vow offering and subsequently call it a gift offer- 
ing? Rather, the verse teaches that if you acted in accordance with 
how you vowed, i.e., if you sacrificed the offering for its own sake, 
your obligation to fulfill your vow will be fulfilled; but if you did 
not act in accordance with your vow, it does not fulfill the obligation 
incurred by the vow, and will be considered a gift offering." 


And it is prohibited to deviate - maw ADK: Some commentaries 
infer from Rashi’s explanation that it is prohibited to deviate from 
protocol only with regard to subsequent rites. There is no prohibi- 
tion against deviating further with regard to the same rite that was 
already performed not for its own sake (commentary attributed 


to Rashba). 


And if you wish cite a verse, etc. — ^3) NIP NIK MVD: Why it is 
necessary to provide a verse as a source for the prohibition against 
deviating if there is a logical basis for this prohibition? The answer 
is that based on logic alone one can suggest the opposite, that if 
one has already deviated from protocol and removed a handful 
not for its own sake, perhaps no prohibition is violated with further 
deviating. In light of the verse, this reasoning cannot be accepted, 
as the verse teaches that the animal is now considered an entirely 
different offering, i.e., a gift offering. Consequently, any previous 
errors have no bearing on future deviations from the protocol of 


this new offering (see Hiddushim UVeurim). 


NOTES 


Is it a gift offering, it is a vow offering — x17 193 721: Although 
both vow offerings and gift offerings are designated by means of a 
vow, the relationship between the individual bringing the offering 
and the animal differs in each case. A vow offering is an obliga- 
tion imposed upon the person, i.e., one takes a vow by saying; It is 
incumbent upon me to bring such and such an offering. Therefore, 
if the designated animal is lost or becomes disqualified, the donor 
is obligated to bring a different one in its place. By contrast, a gift 
offering relates to a specific item, where one says: This item or animal 
is a gift offering. Accordingly, if it is lost or becomes disqualified, the 
donor is not required to replace it (see Kinnim 1:1). 


But if you did not it will be considered a gift offering - x7 wd DN) 
TIN: In other words, this animal is now considered as though it is 
a different offering from the one the owner was obligated to bring, 
and therefore it does not serve to fulfill his obligation. With regard to 
the halakhot of its sacrifice and consumption it is not actually a gift 
offering; it must be treated as though it were the offering brought 
to fulfill the initial obligation, and it must still be sacrificed for its 
own sake (Netivot HaKodesh; see Likkutei Halakhot on Zevahim 2a). 
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The Gemara concludes the proof from the verse: And with regard 
to a gift offering, is it permitted to deviate from its protocol 
ab initio?" Clearly one may not do so. Accordingly, if one of the 
sacrificial rites of a meal offering was performed for the sake of a 
different meal offering, it is still prohibited to perform any of its 
other sacrificial rites improperly. 


§ The mishna teaches that all the meal offerings from which a 
handful was removed not for their sake are fit for sacrifice but they 
do not fulfill the obligation of the owner. The Gemara suggests: 
Let us say that the mishna is not in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Shimon, as it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon 
says: All the meal offerings from which a handful was removed 
not for their sake are fit for sacrifice and they even satisfy the 
obligation of the owner. 


The baraita continues: Conversely, consecrated animals that were 
sacrificed not for their sake do not fulfill the obligation of the 
owner, as in this regard meal offerings are not similar to slaugh- 
tered offerings. The difference is that when one removes a hand- 
ful from a pan meal offering for the sake of a deep-pan meal 
offering," its mode of preparation proves that it is in fact for the 
sake of a pan meal offering, as the two offerings differ in appear- 
ance. Similarly, with regard to a dry meal offering, e.g., the meal 
offering of a sinner, which contains no oil, whose handful is 
removed for the sake of a meal offering that is mixed with oil, its 
mode of preparation proves that it is for the sake of a dry meal 
offering, and one’s improper intent is therefore disregarded. 


But with regard to slaughtered offerings it is not so, as there is 
one manner of slaughter for all offerings, and one manner 
of sprinkling the blood for all offerings, and one manner of 
collection of the blood for all offerings. Since the differentiation 
between slaughtered offerings is established only through inten- 
tion, one who sacrifices an animal offering not for its own sake 
does not fulfill the obligation of the owner. Rabbi Shimon appar- 
ently disagrees with the tanna of the mishna on two counts: First, 
he claims that if the handful of a meal offering was removed not 
for its own sake it satisfies the obligation of the owner, whereas 
the mishna teaches that the obligation is not fulfilled. Second, 
Rabbi Shimon does not differentiate between the meal offering 
ofa sinner or the meal offering of jealousy, and the other types of 
meal offerings. 


The Gemara comments: This works out well, i.e., the mishna can 
be explained in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, 
according to Rav Ashi, who says (3b), in a resolution of two 
apparently contradictory statements of Rabbi Shimon: Here, 
where Rabbi Shimon says that the meal offering is fit and fulfills 
the owner’s obligation, he is referring to a case where one states 
that he is removing a handful from a pan meal offering for the 
sake of a deep pan, i.e., he mentions only the vessel, not the type 
of meal offering. Conversely, there, where Rabbi Shimon says 
that the meal offering does not satisfy the owner's obligation, he 
is referring to a case where one states that he is removing a hand- 
ful from a pan meal offering for the sake of a deep-pan meal 
offering. 


Accordingly, it can be explained that the mishna is referring to a 
case where one removes a handful from a meal offering for the 
sake of another meal offering, which is why it does not satisfy 
the obligation of the owner. But according to the statements of 
Rabba and Rava, who resolved that contradiction in a different 
manner, what can be said? 


NOTES 


And with regard to a gift offering is it permitted 
to deviate from its protocol ab initio — Ww 7310 
ma maw: According to Rashi (Zevahim 2b), the source 
for the prohibition against deviating from the sacrificial 
process of any offering is the phrase: “Neither shall it be 
attributed [/o yehashev]" (Leviticus 7:18), which may also 
be translated as: He shall not intend, i.e. itis prohibited for 
one to have improper intentions with regard to offerings 
(see Zevahim 29b). See also the Rambam (Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:2), who writes that having 
improper intentions with regard to an offering is tanta- 
mount to blemishing it. Many commentaries maintain 
that the Rambam is referring only to those intentions that 
disqualify an offering entirely, e.g., the intent to sacrifice 
it outside its designated time (see also Ramban's adden- 
dum to Sefer HaMitzvot, prohibition 4). 


A pan meal offering for the sake of a deep-pan meal 
offering - nna ow) nana: The pan used for a pan 
meal offering was shallow, and a minimal amount of oil 
was added to the flour, which rendered the meal offering 
relatively hard. In contrast, the pan used for a deep-pan 
meal offering was deeper, as indicated by its name, and 
there was a significant amount of oil added to the flour, 
which rendered the meal offering soft (63a). According to 
some commentaries, the pan was an entirely flat surface 
with no rim, whereas the deep pan had a surrounding 
rim (Rambam). 
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BACKGROUND 


Sin offering — mewn: If a Jew commits a transgression 
punishable by karet, i.e., excision from the World-to-Come, 
if performed intentionally, he is obligated to bring a sin 
offering if he did so unwittingly. A sin offering brought 
by an individual is either a female lamb or a goat, and 
it must be in its first year. It must be slaughtered in the 
northern section of the Temple courtyard, and its blood is 
collected there and sprinkled on each of the four corners 
of the altar. The fat of the sin offering is burned on the altar, 
and its meat is eaten by the priests. Other sin offerings 
are brought in certain cases as part of the purification 
rites at the conclusion of a period of ritual impurity, e.g., 
that of a woman who has given birth, that of a leper, and 
that of a nazirite. There are yet other sin offerings that 
serve to atone for the community, as well as special sin 
offerings brought by the leaders of the people to atone 
for transgression. 
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The Gemara elaborates: And if you would say that the contradiction 

addressed by Rav Ashi is resolved as Rabba answers, this is prob- 
lematic. Rabba resolved the contradiction as follows: Here, where 
Rabbi Shimon says that the meal offering satisfies the owner’s obli- 
gation, he is referring to a change of sanctity, i.e., it was sacrificed 
for the sake of another type of meal offering, whereas there, where 
Rabbi Shimon says that it does not fulfill the owner's obligation, he 
is referring to a change of owner, e.g., the meal offering of Reuven 
was sacrificed for the sake of Shimon. 


The Gemara explains that the reason this is problematic is that if one 

accepts Rabba’s resolution, how can the mishna be explained in 

accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon? The mishna is 

clearly discussing the case of a change of sanctity, as it teaches: 
How are these rites performed for their sake and then not for their 
sake, whereby the offering does not satisfy the owner's obligation? 

It is in a case where one initially removed the handful for the sake 

of the meal offering of a sinner and then for the sake of a volun- 
tary meal offering. This is a change involving a different type of 
meal offering. 


And alternatively, if you would say that the contradiction addressed 
by Rav Ashi is resolved as Rava answers, this is equally problematic. 
Rava resolved the contradiction as follows: Here, where Rabbi 
Shimon says that the meal offering satisfies the owner’s obligation, 
he is referring to a case where one removes a handful from a meal 
offering for the sake of another meal offering, whereas there, 
where Rabbi Shimon says that it does not satisfy the owner’s obliga- 
tion, he is referring to a case where one removes a handful from a 
meal offering for the sake of a slaughtered offering. 


The Gemara explains that if one accepts Rava’s resolution, the 

mishna cannot be in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon: 

The mishna is discussing a case where one removes a handful from 

a meal offering for the sake of another meal offering, as it teaches: 

How are these rites performed not for their sake and for their sake? 

It is a case where one removed the handful for the sake of a volun- 
tary meal offering and then for the sake of the meal offering of a 

sinner. The Gemara concludes: Rather, according to the resolu- 
tions offered by Rabba and Rava, it is clear that the mishna is not 

in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. 


§ The Gemara cites the baraita that is the basis for the apparent 
contradiction between the statements of Rabbi Shimon, which was 
mentioned in the previous discussion: And a Sage raises a contra- 
diction from one statement of Rabbi Shimon and another state- 
ment of Rabbi Shimon, as it is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Shimon 
says that the verse written concerning the meal offering: “It is most 
sacred, as the sin offering, and as the guilt offering” (Leviticus 
6:10), indicates that there are some meal offerings whose halakha 
is like that of a sin offering,’ and there are some whose halakha is 
like that of a guilt offering. 


Rabbi Shimon elaborates: The halakha with regard to the meal 
offering of a sinner is like that of a sin offering. Therefore, if one 
removed a handful from it not for its own sake, it is disqualified, 
just like a sin offering that was slaughtered not for its own sake. 
Conversely, the halakha with regard to a voluntary meal offering 
is like that of a guilt offering. Therefore, if one removed a handful 
from it not for its own sake, it is valid, like a guilt offering that was 
slaughtered not for its own sake. 


Rabbi Shimon adds: And a voluntary meal offering is like a guilt 
offering in another aspect as well: Just as a guilt offering is valid 
but it does not effect acceptance, i.e., it does not satisfy the owner’s 
obligation, so too, a voluntary meal offering is valid but it does 
not effect acceptance. Rabbi Shimon here apparently contradicts 
his ruling that all meal offerings from which a handful was removed 
not for their sake satisfy the obligation of the owner. 
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Rabba said in resolution of this contradiction: This is not 
difficult. Here, where Rabbi Shimon says that the meal offering 
satisfies the owner’s obligation, he is referring to a change of 
sanctity, i.e., it was sacrificed for the sake of another type of meal 
offering, whereas there, where he says that it does not fulfill the 
owner's obligation, he is referring to a change of owner, e.g., the 
meal offering of Reuven was sacrificed for the sake of Shimon. 


Abaye said to Rabba: Now consider, the fact that the Merciful 
One disqualifies a meal offering due to improper intent is derived 
from the Torah’s comparison" of meal offerings to sin offerings 
and guilt offerings. If so, what difference is there to me if there 
was a change of sanctity, and what difference is there to me if 
there was a change of owner? In the case of a guilt offering either 
of these changes prevents it from satisfying the obligation of the 
owner. 


Rabba said to Abaye: The claim that its mode of preparation 
proves one’s intent, which Rabbi Shimon states in explanation 
of why offerings are disqualified through improper intent, is based 
on logical reasoning, as Rabbi Shimon interprets the reason 
behind the mitzva in the verse" and draws halakhic conclusions 
based on that interpretation. 


Rabba continues: This is significant, as Rabbi Shimon holds that 
the Merciful One disqualifies improper intent that is not recog- 
nizably false," i.e., when the intent is not in clear contradiction to 
the sacrificial rites performed. The intent to sacrifice an offering 
for the sake of another owner does not include a change in the 
sacrificial rites and it therefore disqualifies the offering. The Mer- 
ciful One does not disqualify improper intent that is recogniz- 
ably false and contradicts the sacrificial rites performed, e.g., if 
one removes a handful from a pan meal offering for the sake of a 
deep-pan meal offering, as the different substance itself indicates 
that it is a pan meal offering. 


The Gemara lists several questions with regard to Rabba’s state- 
ment, for which it provides a mnemonic:® Burnt offering, burnt 
offering, pinched and squeezed, bird sin offering, offerings of 
the most sacred order, offerings of lesser sanctity. 


BACKGROUND 
Mnemonic - pp: Because the Talmud was studied orally 
for many generations, mnemonic devices were used as 
memory aids for various series of statements and the order 
in which they were taught. 


NOTES 


The fact that the Merciful One disqualifies a meal offering 
due to improper intent is derived from the Torah’s compari- 
son, etc. — D1 MBPT KIDD: According to Rashi, the 
Gemara is referring to the comparison cited here, that of a meal 
offering to a sin offering or a guilt offering. Tosafot explain that 
the Gemara is referring to the conclusion in Zevahim 8a that 
the disqualification of all offerings sacrificed with improper 
intent is derived from the comparison of other types of offer- 
ings to a peace offering (Leviticus 7:37). The Sages derive from 
a verse that a peace offering must be sacrificed for its own sake 
(Zevahim 4a; see commentary attributed to Rashba). 


As Rabbi Shimon interprets the reason behind the mitzva in 
the verse — S177 Nayb WITT yw aT: Many Sages explained 
the rationales for particular mitzvot. Rabbi Shimon was unique 
in that he would draw halakhic conclusions from such interpre- 
tations. He claims that just as halakhot are learned through a 
fortiori inferences, paradigms, and other methods, they may be 
derived from the rationales for certain mitzvot, whether or not 


he Torah explicitly states these rationales. The significance of 
Rabbi Shimon's method in this context is as follows: Since the 
Torah juxtaposes meal offerings to animal offerings, one might 
have thought that there is no reason to differentiate between a 
change of sanctity and a change of owner, in accordance with 
he principle that when there is an analogy based on juxtaposi- 
ion, all relevant conclusions are inferred from the analogy. Nev- 
ertheless, in light of the rationale of improper intent, according 
o which only intent that is not recognizably false disqualifies 
an offering, there is reason to differentiate between these two 
ypes of changes (see commentary attributed to Rashba). 


Intent that is not recognizably false — x 1527 xt mann: 
There is a fundamental disagreement between the commentar- 
ies with regard to the nature of the disqualification of offerings 
hrough improper intent. According to some, improper intent 
alone disqualifies an offering, without any verbal articulation 
of such intent, and a priest is deemed credible if he claims 
hat he sacrificed an offering with improper intent (Rambam; 


Ritva). By contrast, many commentaries maintain that improper 
intentions must be expressed verbally in order to disqualify an 
offering (Rashi; Josafot; Or Zarua; Sefer HaEshkol). According to 
his opinion, the reason the Gemara refers to the intentions 
hemselves, rather than their expression, is that it is ultimately 
he improper intention that disqualifies an offering; one’s verbal 
articulation is merely an expression of his intent. Alternatively, in 
referring to intent the Gemara follows the language of the verse 
hat discusses improper intentions, which states: “Neither shall 
it be attributed [lo yehashev]" (Leviticus 7:18), which has the root 
het, shin, beit, which is also the root for thinking. Rabbi Shimon’s 
distinction between intent that is not recognizably false and 
intent that is recognizably false apparently lends support to the 
cond opinion, since if intent alone were sufficient to disqualify 
an offering without any verbal expression, then all improper 
entions would be indiscernible. 


u 
(g) 
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BACKGROUND 

Pinching - mpi: Doves and pigeons brought as offerings 
in the Temple were not killed by ritual slaughter with a knife 
as other offerings were, but rather by pinching the napes 
of their necks. This was considered an especially difficult 
activity to perform. The priest would hold the bird in his left 
hand, with its legs and wings between his fingers and the 
nape of its neck stretched out and facing upward. With his 
right fingernail, which he grew especially long for this pur- 
pose, the priest would cut the bird’s neck and spine from the 
back, until he reached and severed its windpipe and gullet. 
f the bird was to be sacrificed as a burnt offering, the priest 
would completely sever its head. If it was designated as a 
sin offering, he would leave the head attached. A bird killed 
by pinching that was not intended for sacrificial use was 
considered an unslaughtered carcass and was not permit- 
ed for consumption, whereas one killed by pinching and 
sacrificed as a sin offering was permitted for eating by the 
priests. It was permitted only for a priest to perform pinching, 
whereas animals intended as offerings in the Temple could 
be slaughtered by a non-priest. 


NOTES 

Bird burnt offering. ..bird sin offering — nxwn...hya nbiy 
qiy: There are several differences between a bird burnt 
offering and a bird sin offering with regard to the presenta- 
tion of their blood on the altar (see Zevahim 64b). In the case 
of a burnt offering, the priest stands on the ledge surround- 
ing the altar and squeezes the remaining blood onto the altar 
(Rashi). By contrast, for a sin offering the priest stands beside 
the altar, on the floor of the Temple courtyard, and, while 
holding the bird in his hand, sprinkles its blood upon the 
altar. Afterward, he squeezes the remaining blood onto the 
altar (Rashi on Zevahim 64b). Additionally, the head of a bird 
burnt offering is severed entirely from its body by cutting the 
windpipe and gullet, whereas the head of a bird sin offering 
is not completely severed. 


Perek | 
Daf 3 Amuda 


NOTES 

It is the squeezing that follows sprinkling — met 137 14912 
xa: Although in the case of a sin offering it is the sprinkling 
of the bird's blood, not its squeezing, which effects atone- 
ment, the blood must be squeezed on the lower half of the 
altar after the rite of sprinkling. Nevertheless, as this squeez- 
ing is not critical to the atonement, and it is not indispensable 
to the rite, it is valid even if performed in an improper place 
on the altar (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). 
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The Gemara first asks: But if that is so, that only intent that is not 
recognizably false disqualifies an offering, then in the case of a bird 
burnt offering where one pinched’ the nape of its neck above the 
red line that divides the upper and lower halves of the altar for the 
sake ofa bird sin offering," it should effect acceptance according 
to Rabbi Shimon. The reason is the actions performed on it prove 
that it is a bird burnt offering. Because if it is in fact a bird sin 
offering, he would have performed the pinching below the red 
line while standing beside the altar. Nevertheless, Rabbi Shimon 
agrees with the ruling of the mishna (Zevahim 64b) that this bird 
offering does not satisfy its owner's obligation. 


The Gemara rejects this: Is that to say that a case of a bird sin offer- 
ing that is pinched above the red line is not possible? Didn’t the 
Master say: The pinching of a bird sin offering that is performed 
in any place on the altar" is valid after the fact? Accordingly, there 
is no discernible difference between the pinching of a bird burnt 
offering and the pinching of a bird sin offering, so the owner’s 
obligation is not fulfilled. 


The Gemara raises another difficulty: If recognizably false intent 
does not disqualify an offering, then a bird burnt offering where a 
priest squeezed its blood above the red line for the sake of a bird 
sin offering should effect acceptance, as the actions performed 
on it prove that it is a bird burnt offering. Because if it is in fact a 
bird sin offering, he would have performed the required act of 
holding the body of the bird and sprinkling its blood below the red 
line, instead of squeezing out its blood above that line. 


HALAKHA 


The pinching of a bird sin offering that is performed in any 
place on the altar - nama pipa bea np: A bird sin offering 
may be pinched in any place upon the altar, but its blood must 
be sprinkled on the lower half of the altar. If the priest sprinkled 


from its blood on the upper half the offering is valid, provided 
that he places some of the first blood that comes from the 
slaughtered bird on the lower half of the altar (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 7:9). 


TRIT ST wD NAPT TONS 
Spa Ant mn m WNT NT 
YPJ- nama ipa 


The Gemara responds: This is not considered recognizably false 
intent, as people might say: Perhaps it is actually a sin offering and 
he has already sprinkled its blood below the red line. And as for the 
fact that he squeezed its blood above the red line, they will say: Itis 
the squeezing that follows sprinkling,” which may be performed 
above the red line in the case of a sin offering. As the Master said: 
If one squeezed the blood of a bird sin offering in any place on the 
altar," the offering is valid. Since people might erroneously think 
that this bird is actually a sin offering, this intent is not considered 
recognizably false, so the offering is disqualified. 


HALAKHA 


If one squeezed the blood of a bird sin offering in any place 
on the altar - nama oip bya mt my: The squeezing of the 
blood of a bird sin offering onto the altar is an indispensable 
part of its sacrificial process. This ruling is apparently in accor- 
dance with the Gemara in Me‘ila (8b), which indicates that the 
squeezing of the blood of a bird sin offering is valid only over 


the base of the altar (Likkutei Halakhot on Zevahim 64a). Other 
early commentaries maintain that the squeezing of the blood 
of a bird sin offering is not an indispensable part of its sacrificial 
process. Accordingly, such a sin offering is valid even if its blood 
was squeezed anywhere on the altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 7:7). 
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The Gemara asks another question: According to Rabba’s resolution, 
a bird sin offering whose blood a priest sprinkled below the red 

line for the sake ofa bird burnt offering should effect acceptance,” 

as the actions performed on it prove that it is a bird sin offering. 
Because if it is in fact a bird burnt offering, he would have per- 
formed it above the red line, and he would have performed the act 

of squeezing instead of sprinkling. 


The Gemara responds: Indeed, according to Rabbi Shimon such a 
bird offering effects acceptance and fulfills the obligation of the 
owner. In fact, bird offerings were not discussed by Rabbi Shimon 
at all. Rather, he said: Because meal offerings are not similar to 
slaughtered offerings, which means that they are not similar to 
slaughtered animal offerings, but he did not say that they are not 
similar to bird offerings. 


The Gemara asks: But if so, then offerings of the most sacred order 
that one slaughtered in the northern part of the Temple courtyard, 
which is a requirement that applies only to offerings of the most 
sacred order, for the sake of offerings of lesser sanctity,” should 
effect acceptance for their owners, as the actions performed on 
them prove that they are offerings of the most sacred order. 
Because if they are in fact offerings of lesser sanctity, he would have 
performed their slaughter in the southern part of the Temple 
courtyard. 


The Gemara answers: The slaughter of an offering in the northern 
part of the Temple courtyard is not indicative of the type of offering 
one intends it to be, as one can say that the Merciful One states that 
offerings of lesser sanctity may be slaughtered even in the southern 
part of the courtyard. Did He say that these offerings must be slaugh- 
tered specifically in the southern part and not in the northern part? 
This is as we learned in a mishna (Zevahim ssa), that the slaughter 
of offerings of lesser sanctity may be performed in any place within 
the Temple courtyard. 


The Gemara asks: If so, then offerings of lesser sanctity that one 
slaughtered in the southern part of the Temple courtyard for the 
sake of offerings of the most sacred order should effect accep- 
tance for their owners, as the actions performed on them prove that 
they are offerings of lesser sanctity. Because if they are in fact 
offerings of the most sacred order, he would have performed their 
slaughter in the northern part of the Temple courtyard. 


The Gemara responds: The fact that an offering was slaughtered in 
the southern part of the Temple courtyard is not a clear indication 
that it was intended as an offering of lesser sanctity, as people might 
say: They are in fact offerings of the most sacred order, but the 
priest transgressed the mitzva to slaughter them in the northern part 
of the courtyard and slaughtered them in the southern part. 


The Gemara asks: If so, i.e., if people might suspect an individual of 
performing the rite of an offering in an improper manner, then if 
a priest removes a handful from a pan meal offering for the sake 
of a deep-pan meal offering as well, one who sees that this priest 
removes a handful for the sake of a deep-pan meal offering might 
say: This owner took a vow to bring a meal offering in a deep pan, 
and as for the fact that he brings it in a pan, it is actually the meal 
offering of a deep pan and the owner transgressed the mitzva to 
bring it in a deep pan, and brought it in a pan. Why, then, does 
Rabbi Shimon maintain that such a meal offering satisfies the 
obligation of its owner? 


The Gemara explains: There, where the priest removed the handful 
from a pan meal offering for the sake of a deep-pan meal offering, 
even if the owner took a vow to bring a meal offering in a deep pan, 
when he brings it in a pan it is considered a valid pan meal offering, 
and therefore the priest’s intention is recognizably false. 


NOTES 


A bird sin offering whose blood he sprinkled 
below the red line for the sake of a bird burnt 
offering should effect acceptance — ipa nxon 
mes giya niy ow mead mit mim: In such a case, 
one cannot mistake a sin offering for a burnt offer- 
ing, as the blood of a burnt offering is squeezed 
onto the altar rather than sprinkled. Additionally, if 
the blood of a bird burnt offering was not squeezed 
above the red line, the offering is disqualified (see 
Zevahim 64b). 


HALAKHA 


Offerings of the most sacred order...offerings of 
lesser sanctity - mp DW Ip... WIP wap: Offer- 
ings of the most sacred order may be slaughtered 
and their blood collected only in the northern part 
of the Temple courtyard. Offerings of lesser sanctity 
may be slaughtered and their blood collected any- 
where within the Temple courtyard (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 5:2). 


BACKGROUND 


Offerings of the most sacred order. ..offerings 
of lesser sanctity — mp DWT... DWP wp: The 
offerings sacrificed in the Temple are divided into 
two main categories: Offerings of the most sacred 
order and offerings of lesser sanctity. Offerings of 
the most sacred order include those sacrificed on 
Yom Kippur, communal sin offerings, burnt offer- 
ings, sin offerings, guilt offerings, and communal 
peace offerings. Offerings of lesser sanctity include 
peace offerings, animal tithe offerings, thanks offer- 
ings, firstborn offerings, and the Paschal offering. 
One of the primary differences between the two 
types of offerings is that those of the most sacred 
order are slaughtered only in the north of the Tem- 
ple courtyard, while those of lesser sanctity may be 
slaughtered anywhere in the courtyard. Offerings 
of the most sacred order may be consumed on 
the day of their slaughter and the following night, 
while many offerings of lesser sanctity may be con- 
sumed on the subsequent day as well. Offerings of 
the most sacred order may be consumed only by 
male priests, while offerings of lesser sanctity may 
be consumed by ritually pure Jews. 
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HALAKHA 

One who says, it is incumbent upon me to bring 
it in a pan - nana by I İNT: In the case of 
one who says: It is incumbent upon me to bring a 
meal offering prepared in a pan, and he brought it 
in a deep pan, or if he says: It is incumbent upon 
me to bring a meal offering prepared in a deep pan, 
and he broughtit in a pan, the meal offering is valid 
but he has not fulfilled his vow. Conversely, if one 
says: This meal offering is to be brought in a pan, 
and he brought it in a deep pan, or if he vowed: 
This meal offering is to be brought in a deep pan, 
and he brought it in a pan, the meal offering is 
disqualified (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 17:2). 


NOTES 

As this is always male and that is female — x77 
TIt: In such a case, nobody would think 
that this individual brought a male animal as a 
sin offering in violation of his obligation to bring 
a female one, as a male animal brought as a sin 
offering has no sanctity at all (Hazon Ish, citing 
Temura 20a). 


BACKGROUND 

Goat of the Nasi - Kw yyw: Ifa king commits a 
transgression that results in the obligation of a sin 
offering, he does not bring a female goat or lamb 
like an ordinary individual does; rather, he brings 
a male goat. In all other respects, the procedure 
of this offering is identical to that of a regular sin 
offering (see Leviticus 4:22-26). 


Tail - mre: This refers to the tail of a certain breed 
of lamb that was commonly found in Eretz Yisrael 
and the surrounding area. The tail was long and 
fatty, and covered the lamb's backside to the point 
that its gender was virtually indiscernible. This was 
especially true with regard to young lambs. 


Fat-tailed sheep 
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This is as we learned in a mishna (102b): One who says: It is incum- 
bent upon me to bring a meal offering prepared in a pan," and he 
brought it in a deep pan, or if he says: It is incumbent upon me to 
bring a meal offering prepared in a deep pan, and he brought it in 
a pan, the meal offering that he brought, he brought, i.e., it is valid 
and the priest performs the rites of the meal offering that he actually 
brought, but he did not fulfill the obligation resulting from his vow, 
and he must bring another meal offering to fulfill that obligation. 


The Gemara asks: But even so, the priest’s improper intent remains 
indiscernible, as people might think: Perhaps the owner said: This 
tenth of an ephah of flour is a meal offering that I must bring in a 
pan, and in spite of this he brought it in a deep pan. Such a meal 
offering is disqualified and is not considered a valid pan meal offer- 
ing, as we learned in that same mishna: One who tooka vow, saying: 
This tenth of an ephah of flour is a meal offering that I must bring 
in a pan, and he brought it in a deep pan, or if he vowed: This 
tenth of an ephah of flour is a meal offering that I must bring in 
a deep pan, and he brought it in a pan, it is disqualified, as he 
did not fulfill his vow. If so, how can Rabbi Shimon say that such a 
meal offering satisfies the owner's obligation, when the intent is not 
recognizably false? 


The Gemara responds: According to the Rabbis, i.e., according to 
the opinion of the mishna just cited, there is indeed a difficulty. But 
according to Rabbi Shimon there is no difficulty, since with regard 
to a case where one took a vow, saying: It is incumbent upon me to 
bring a pan meal offering, and then he brought it in a deep pan, 
Rabbi Shimon says: He has fulfilled even the obligation resulting 
from his vow. Evidently, the designation of the vessel for a meal 
offering is nothing according to Rabbi Shimon, and there is no 
difference in this regard whether he said: This is for a particular 
type of meal offering, and there is no difference whether he said: 
It is incumbent upon me to bring a particular meal offering. In both 
instances the unique actions of each particular meal offering prove 
its identity, and therefore the owner fulfills his obligation regardless 
of the priest’s improper intent. 


The Gemara asks: If that is so, that in a case where the manner ofits 
preparation proves the identity of an offering the owner fulfills his 
obligation, then a burnt offering that one slaughtered for the sake 
of a sin offering should effect acceptance. His actions prove that 
it is a burnt offering, as this, a burnt offering, is always male, and 
that, a sin offering, is female." The Gemara answers: Since there is 
one sin offering, the goat of the Nasi,” which is male, it is unknown 
whether this animal was a burnt offering or the sin offering of the 
Nasi, and its gender is not conclusive proof. 


The Gemara continues to ask: But in a case where one said: I am 
hereby slaughtering this animal for the sake of a sin offering of an 
individual, which is always female, what can be said? Since a male 
animal cannot be mistaken for such a sin offering, why doesn’t this 
burnt offering satisfy the obligation of the owner? And furthermore, 
a sin offering of an individual that one slaughtered for the sake 
of a burnt offering should effect acceptance, as such a sin offering 
is always female, and a burnt offering is always male. The Gemara 
responds: It is difficult to discern whether a lamb is male or female, 
as its genitals are covered by its tail.’ Accordingly, its gender is not 
considered proof of the type of offering being sacrificed. 


The Gemara asks: This works out well in a case where one brought 
a female lamb as his sin offering, as its tail makes it difficult to dis- 
cern its sex. But in a case where he brought a female goat, what can 
be said? Its gender is easily recognized, as goats do not have tails 
that cover their genitals. The Gemara answers: Rather, discerning 
between males and females is not on people’s minds, i.e., they do 
not take notice of the offering’s gender and therefore this aspect of 
an animal is not considered discernible. 
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The Gemara continues to challenge the opinion of Rabba: A Paschal 
offering that one slaughtered for the sake of a guilt offering 
should effect acceptance, as this, the Paschal offering, is in its first 
year, and that, a guilt offering, is in its second year. The Gemara 
answers: Since there are two guilt offerings that are brought from 
lambs in their first year, i.e., the guilt offering of a nazirite (see 
Numbers 6:12) and the guilt offering of a leper (see Leviticus 
14:10), it is not definitively clear to an onlooker what type of offer- 
ing this lamb is. 


The Gemara asks: But if one said: I am hereby slaughtering this lamb 
for the sake of a guilt offering for robbery, or if he said: I am 
slaughtering it for the sake of a guilt offering for misuse of conse- 
crated property, what can be said? These guilt offerings must each 
be brought from an animal in its second year, and therefore they 
cannot be mistaken for a Paschal offering, which is in its first year. 
And furthermore, a guilt offering for robbery or a guilt offering 
for misuse of consecrated property’ that one slaughtered for the 
sake of a Paschal offering should effect acceptance, as a Paschal 
offering is always in its first year, and these are in their second 
year. 


The Gemara answers: Rather, the difference in appearance between 
an animal that is in its first year and one that is in its second year 
is not on people’s minds, i.e., this is not a clearly recognizable dif- 
ference, as there can be an animal in its first year that appears as 
though it is in its second year, and there can be an animal in its 
second year that appears as though it is in its first year. 


The Gemara challenges: A goat sin offering that one slaughtered 
for the sake of a guilt offering should effect acceptance. It is clearly 
not a guilt offering, as this, a guilt offering, is a ram, with white wool, 
and that, a goat, has black hair." The Gemara responds: People will 
say that this goat is actually a black ram,’ and they may indeed 
mistake it for a guilt offering. 


The Gemara challenges: A calf or a bull that one slaughtered for 
the sake of either a Paschal offering or a guilt offering should 
effect acceptance. It is clear that such animals cannot be either 
offering, as a calf or bull offering is not sacrificed either as a Paschal 
offering or as a guilt offering. The Gemara responds: Yes, it is 
indeed so, as according to Rabbi Shimon such offerings effect 
acceptance for their owners. 


And what does Rabbi Shimon mean when he says that meal offer- 
ings are not similar to slaughtered offerings? He means that they 
are not similar to most slaughtered offerings. There are, however, 
certain slaughtered offerings whose preparation, which is unique to 
that particular offering, is proof that it is that offering. In those 
instances, Rabbi Shimon maintains that the offerings fulfill the 
obligations of their respective owners despite the improper intent. 


§ The Gemara cites another resolution of the apparent contradic- 
tion between the two baraitot that report conflicting opinions of 
Rabbi Shimon. Rava said: It is not difficult. Here, where Rabbi 
Shimon says that a meal offering that was sacrificed not for its own 
sake fulfills the owner’s obligation, he is referring to a case where 
one removes a handful from a meal offering for the sake of a meal 
offering. There, where he says that it does not fulfill the owner’s 
obligation, he is referring to a case where one removes a handful 
from a meal offering for the sake of a slaughtered offering. 


NOTES 

A guilt offering for robbery or a guilt offering for 
misuse of consecrated property - DXI non DUN 
nibyn: Although the ages of the animal sacrificed as 
a guilt offering for robbery and as a guilt offering for 
misuse of consecrated property are not explicit in the 
Torah, Rashi explains that the word ram (see Leviticus 
5:15, 25) means an animal in its second year, as opposed 
to the term lamb, which invariably refers to an animal 
in its first year. 


As this is a ram with wool and that goat has hair — 
WY KT WY °K: According to Rashi, the Gemara is 
pointing out that whereas wool is curly, the hair of goats 
is long and straight. Others explain that the Gemara is 
referring to the difference in their color, i.e., wool is gen- 
erally white, whereas the hair of a goat is typically black. 
Accordingly, the Gemara answers that people might 
mistake a black goat for a black ram (Tosafot). 


BACKGROUND 
Black ram - XAN KID": In tal mudic times most goats 
were black whereas the majority of sheep were white 
or spotted. Nevertheless, there were sheep whose color 
was especially dark, even black. If one were to look from 
a distance, such a sheep could indeed be confused with 
a black goat. 
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Rava elaborates: If one removes a handful from a meal offering for the 

sake of a different meal offering he fulfills his obligation, as the verse 

states: “And this is the law of the meal offering” (Leviticus 6:7). This 

indicates that there is one law for all the meal offerings, i.e., they are 

all considered variations of the same offering, and are different only 
with regard to how they should be sacrificed ab initio. Conversely, if 
one sacrificed a meal offering for the sake of a slaughtered offering, 
since the phrase: And this is the law of the meal offering and a slaugh- 
tered offering, is not written anywhere, there is no reason to conclude 

that one fulfills his obligation under such circumstances. 


The Gemara questions how Rava can say that the verse “And this is the 
law of the meal offering” serves as the basis for the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon: But doesn’t the tanna, i.e., Rabbi Shimon, say that his reason- 
ing is that for any particular meal offering, its mode of preparation 
proves what it is?’ The Gemara explains that this is what Rabbi Shi- 
mon is saying: Even though sacrificing a meal offering for the sake of 
a different meal offering is a case where it is not recognizable" that 
the intention fits the offering," i.e., the intent does not match the rites 
being performed, and the offering should therefore be disqualified, 
the verse states: “And this is the law of the meal offering,” which 
teaches that there is one law for all the meal offerings. 


And what does Rabbi Shimon mean when he says: But with regard 
to slaughtered offerings it is not so?" This clause indicates that 
the similarity between the rites of various slaughtered offerings is a 
reason why they should not be valid, whereas according to the above 
reasoning the opposite is so. 


The Gemara explains this part of Rabbi Shimon’s statement: Even 
though there is one manner of slaughter for all animal offerings, and 
therefore one might think that the owner has fulfilled his obligation 
despite the improper intent, the phrase: And this is the law of the 
meal offering and a slaughtered offering, is not written. In other 
words, it is not stated: This is the law of a slaughtered offering, in the 
manner that a verse states: “This is the law of the meal offering.” There- 
fore, the owner of a slaughtered offering does not fulfill his obligation 
if there is improper intent, notwithstanding the similarity between the 
acts of slaughter. 


NOTES 


Its mode of preparation proves what it is — why pwin mwya: Where it is not recognizable that the intention fits the offering, 
Rava's resolution apparently conflicts with Rabbi Shimon’ own state- ete. — ^9) xan xt magmat: The commentaries are puzzled by 
ment. Rabbi Shimon indicates that if the rites demonstrate what type this statement, since earlier, with regard to the opinion of Rabba, the 
of offering it is, this is a reason that the offering should be accepted, Gemara used the terminology: Not recognizable, to mean that it is 
whereas according to Rava this is a reason to disqualify the offering, unclear that the intent is false, whereas here it uses the same terminol- 
as otherwise in a case where one sacrificed a meal offering for the ogy in reference to a case where the intent clearly does not match 
sake of a slaughtered offering it would certainly be accepted (Rashi). the offering in question, i.e, it is recognizable that the intent is false. 


How can the same terminology be used in opposing senses? Some 


Even though it is a case where it is not recognizable, etc. - suggest that with regard to a consideration that serves as a reason to 
nD KDM KT.. 3oy 4x: Rabba and Rava disagree with regard to disqualify the offering, in accordance with the different rationales of 
the status of Tecognizably false intent. According to Rabba, if one's Rabba and Rava, the Gemara chooses to describe it on each occasion 
actions relating to an offering are in clear contradiction to his stated in the negative form as not recognizable (Tosafot). Others add that 
intent, then his intent is disregarded and the offering is valid, asintent since Rabba stated: Not recognizable, with regard to the disqualified 
that is recognizably false does not negate one's actions. By contrast, meal offering, Rava did the same, despite the fact that they employ 
Rava holds that if one’s actions demonstrate that his stated intent this phrase in very different ways (Shita Mekubbetzet). 


is false, then his intent is cause for disqualifying the offering, either 
in order to prevent people from concluding that it is permitted to devi- 
ate from protocol with regard to offerings (Rashi), or simply because 
the recognizable falseness of his intent should disqualify the offering 
more than intent that is not recognizably improper (Keren Ora on 4a). 


And what does Rabbi Shimon mean when he says, but with 
regard to slaughtered offerings it is not so -13 ix pata bax NID: 
n the baraita, Rabbi Shimon apparently states that animal offerings 
do not fulfill their owner's obligations when sacrificed not for their 
sake because one's intent with regard to them is not recognizably false. 
The Gemara therefore asks: According to Rava, this should be a reason 
or animal offerings to be valid, as he holds that clearly false intent is 
worse than intent that is not recognizably improper. 
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The Gemara asks: If that is so, that the phrase “And this is the law 
of the meal offering” teaches that a meal offering is not disqualified 
despite the improper intent for a different meal offering, then analo- 
gously, a sin offering brought to atone for eating forbidden fat" that 
one slaughtered for the sake ofa sin offering to atone for drinking 
blood, or for the sake of a sin offering to atone for idol worship, 
or for the sake of a sin offering of a nazirite, or for the sake of a 
sin offering of a leper should be valid and effect acceptance. As 


the Merciful One states: “And this is the law of the sin offering” 


(Leviticus 6:18), from which it should be derived that there is one 
law for all sin offerings. 


The Gemara responds: According to the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, 
such a sin offering is indeed valid and effects acceptance for its 
owner. The Gemara notes: According to the Rabbis, Rava says: A 
sin offering brought to atone for eating forbidden fat that one 
slaughtered for the sake of a sin offering to atone for drinking 
blood" or for the sake of a sin offering to atone for idol worship 
is valid. But if he slaughtered it for the sake of a sin offering of a 
nazirite or for the sake of a sin offering of a leper it is disqualified, 
as with regard to these offerings, there are burnt offerings brought 
together with them. 


Rav Aha, son of Rava, teaches that Rava holds that the halakha in 
all of these cases is disqualification of the sin offering. The reason 
is that the verse states: “And slaughter it for a sin offering” (Leviti- 
cus 4:33). The word “it” indicates that it must be sacrificed for the 
sake of that particular sin offering, and it may not be slaughtered 
for the sake of a different one. 


§ The Gemara cites a third resolution of the apparent contradiction 
between the two baraitot that report conflicting opinions of Rabbi 
Shimon. Rav Ashi said that it is not difficult. Here, where Rabbi 
Shimon says that the meal offering is fit and fulfills the obligation 
of the owner, he is referring to a case where one states that he is 
removing a handful from a pan meal offering for the sake of a 
deep pan, i.e., he mentions only the vessel and not the offering. 
There, where it does not fulfill the owner's obligation, he states that 
he is removing a handful from a pan meal offering for the sake of 
a deep-pan meal offering. 


Rav Ashi elaborates: When one bringing a pan meal offering states 
that he is removing a handful from a pan meal offering for the sake 
of a deep pan, he has intent only with regard to the type of vessel, 
and intention with regard to the type of vessel does not disqualify 
offerings, as he is not sacrificing the vessel, and therefore the owner's 
obligation is fulfilled. By contrast, when he states that he is removing 
a handful from a pan meal offering for the sake of a deep-pan meal 
offering, he has intent with regard to the type of meal offering, 
which improper intention does disqualify. Consequently, the 
owner's obligation is not fulfilled. 


NOTES 


A sin offering brought to atone for eating forbidden fat - nxm in proximity to the passage concerning sin offerings (Rashi on Karetot 
abn: This refers to a standard sin offering brought for the unwitting 22b). Another reason why a standard sin offering is referred to as a sin 
transgression of any sin whose punishment is karet when transgressed offering of forbidden fat is that the prohibition against consuming 
intentionally. It is called a sin offering of forbidden fat because the forbidden fat is most relevant, as this fat is found in one’s home and 
prohibition against consuming forbidden fat is mentioned inthe Torah can be confused with permitted fat (Rosh on Nedarim 4a). 


HALAKHA 


A sin offering for forbidden fat that one 
slaughtered for the sake a sin offering for 
blood- ot mewn ow) many son mewn: Any 
sin offering that is slaughtered for the sake of 
another offering is disqualified, whether it is 
slaughtered for the sake of an entirely different 
offering, e.g. a burnt offering, or for the sake of 
another sin offering, e.g. a sin offering brought 
to atone for the consumption of forbidden fat 
that is slaughtered for the sake of a sin offering 
brought to atone for consuming blood (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 
15:3, 6). 
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The Gemara questions how Rav Ashi can maintain that this is the reasoning 
of Rabbi Shimon: But doesn’t the tanna, i.e., Rabbi Shimon, say that his 

reasoning is that for any particular meal offering, its mode of preparation 

proves what it is? The Gemara explains that this is what Rabbi Shimon is 

saying: Even though when he removes a handful from a pan meal offering 
explicitly for the sake of a deep pan, it is a case where the falseness of the 

intention is recognizable and the offering should therefore be disquali- 
fied, it is nevertheless valid and fulfills the owner’s obligation, as intentions 

with regard to the vessel are irrelevant. 


The Gemara asks: And what does Rabbi Shimon mean when he says: But 
with regard to slaughtered offerings it is not so? He means that even 
though there is one manner of slaughter for all offerings, and one manner 
of sprinkling of the blood for all offerings, and one manner of collection 
of the blood for all offerings, i.e., if one performs any of these rites for the 
sake of a different offering it is not recognizable that his intent is false, and 
therefore it might have been thought that the owner does fulfill his obliga- 
tion, nevertheless he has improper intent with regard to an aspect of 
slaughtering, such as slaughtering a burnt offering for the sake of a peace 
offering, which improper intention does disqualify. 


Rav Aha, son of Rava, said to Rav Ashi: If this is the reasoning of Rabbi 
Shimon, then with regard to a case where one removes a handful from a 
dry meal offering for the sake of a meal offering mixed with oil, why did 
Rabbi Shimon say that it fulfills the owner’s obligation? Since his intent 
concerns the meal offering itself, it should disqualify the offering. Rav Ashi 
said to him: When Rabbi Shimon says that such a meal offering fulfills the 
owner's obligation he is referring to a case where one removes a handful 
merely for the sake of mixing, not for the sake of a meal offering mixed 
with oil. 


The Gemara challenges: If so, then when one slaughters a burnt offering 
for the sake of a peace offering as well, one can say that his intent is 
merely for the sake of peace [shelamim] between himself and God. Why 
then does Rabbi Shimon say that this burnt offering does not fulfill the 
obligation of the owner? 


The Gemara rejects this challenge: How can these cases be compared? 

There, the offering itself is called shelamim, as it is written: “Who sacri- 
fices the blood of the peace offering [shelamim]” (Leviticus 7:33), and it 
is also written: “Who sprinkles the blood of the peace offering” (Leviti- 
cus 7:14). Here, by contrast, is a meal offering itself called mixed? It is 

written: “And every meal offering, mixed with oil” (Leviticus 7:10), indi- 
cating that there is a meal offering that is called: Mixed with oil, but it is 

not simply called: Mixed. One's intent to sacrifice a dry meal offering for 
the sake of mixing is therefore not a reference to the offering itself. 


§ Three resolutions have been suggested for the apparent contradiction 
between the statements of Rabbi Shimon in two baraitot concerning 
whether or nota meal offering whose handful was removed not for its own 
sake fulfills the obligation of its owner. Rabba’s answer was that there is a 
difference between intent for another meal offering, in which case the 
owner fulfills his obligation, as the intent is recognizably improper, and 
intent for someone else, which is not recognizably improper. The Gemara 
comments: All the other Sages, i.e., Rava and Rav Ashi, do not say 
as Rabba did in resolving the contradiction, as they do not accept his 
reasoning, claiming that on the contrary, the Merciful One disqualifies 
recognizably false intent. 


The Gemara continues: Rava resolved the contradiction by saying that a 

meal offering from which a handful was removed for the sake of another 
meal offering effects acceptance for the owner, as the verse states: “And this 

is the law of the meal offering” (Leviticus 6:7), indicating that there is one 

law for all meal offerings, whereas a meal offering from which a handful 

was removed for the sake of an animal offering does not effect acceptance. 
Rabba and Rav Ashi do not say as Rava did in resolving the contradiction, 
as the verse that states: “And this is the law of the meal offering,” does not 
indicate to them that there should be one law for all meal offerings. 
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The Gemara continues: Rav Ashi resolved the contradiction by saying 
that when one removes the handful from a meal offering for the sake 
ofa vessel the meal offering effects acceptance for the owner, as intent 
concerning the vessel itself is inconsequential, whereas when one 
removes the handful for the sake of another meal offering, the meal 
offering does not fulfill the owner's obligation. Rabba and Rava did 
not say as Rav Ashi did in resolving the contradiction because of 
the difficulty posed by Rav Aha, son of Rava," from a case where 
one removes the handful ofa dry meal offering for the sake ofa mixed 
one. Rabbi Shimon holds that such a meal offering fulfills the owner’s 
obligation even though his intent concerns the meal offering itself, 
not the vessel. 


The Gemara notes: The matter that is obvious to Rabba in one way, 
i.e, that with regard to meal offerings recognizably false intention is 
disregarded, but when the false intention is not recognizable the 
offering does not fulfill the owner’s obligation, and that is obvious to 
Rava in the other way, i.e., that in cases of recognizably false intention 
the offering should not fulfill the owner's obligation, is a dilemma 
for Rav Hoshaya.’ As Rav Hoshaya raises a dilemma, and some say 
that Rav Hoshaya raises this dilemma before Rav Asi: In the case 
of one who sacrifices a meal offering for the sake of a slaughtered 
offering, 


what should I understand that Rabbi Shimon says with regard to 
such a case? Is the reason of Rabbi Shimon, who says that a meal 
offering from which a handful was removed for the sake of another 
meal offering is valid and effects acceptance, that intent that is 
recognizably false does not disqualify an offering? And if so, this 
meal offering from which a handful is removed for the sake of an 
animal offering is also a case of intent that is recognizably false, and 
therefore the meal offering should not be disqualified. 


Or perhaps the reason of Rabbi Shimon is that it is written: “And 
this is the law of the meal offering” (Leviticus 6:7), which indicates 
that there is one law for all meal offerings. If so, then a meal offering 
from which a handful was removed for the sake of an animal offering 
should be disqualified, since it is not written: And this is the law of 
the meal offering and a slaughtered offering. Rav Asi said to Rav 
Hoshaya: Have we ascertained the depth of the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon in this matter? In other words, Rabbi Shimon’s reasoning is 
not known. 


The Gemara explains why Rav Asi did not resolve this dilemma. Rav 
Asi did not resolve the dilemma of Rav Hoshaya in accordance with 
the resolution stated by Rabba, that there is a distinction between 
one who removes the handful of a meal offering for the sake of 
another meal offering and one who removes it for the sake of another 
owner, because of the difficulty posed by Abaye (2b), that the hala- 
kha of both these cases is derived from the same comparison in the 
Torah between meal offerings and animal offerings. 


Likewise, Rav Asi did not resolve the dilemma in accordance with 
the resolution stated by Rava, that the verse “And this is the law of 
the meal offering” teaches that a meal offering from which a handful 
was removed for the sake of another meal offering is valid, whereas a 
meal offering from which a handful was removed for the sake of an 
animal offering is disqualified. This is because of the difficulty arising 
from the verse: “And this is the law of the sin offering” (Leviticus 
6:18), i.e., despite this verse, the halakha is that a sin offering that was 
slaughtered for the sake of another sin offering is not valid. 


NOTES 


Because of the difficulty posed by Rav Aha son of 
Rava — S377 Fa NIN ATT MWD Dw: Although Rav 
Ashi responded to this difficulty by saying that Rabbi 
Shimon is referring to a case where one removes a 
handful for the sake of mixing rather than for the sake 
of a meal offering mixed with oil, the other two Sages 
consider this an unreasonable answer, as such meal 
offerings are in fact referred to simply as mixed (Rashi). 


PERSONALITIES 


Rav Hoshaya — swim 31: There are several amora'im 
with the name Rav Hoshaya. The Rav Hoshaya men- 
ioned here was a third-generation amora who was 
born in Babylonia and lived in Neharde’a. There he 
studied under Rav Yehuda and Rav Huna, who were 
he greatest Sages of the generation preceding his. Rav 
Hoshaya eventually moved to Eretz Yisrael, where he 
studied under Rabbi Yohanan, and as indicated by the 
Gemara here, under Rav Asi and others as well. Rav 
Hoshaya is often mentioned in the Gemara as discuss- 
ing halakhic matters with Rav Hananya. The Gemara 
notes that Rabbi Yohanan wanted to ordain them but 
he was ultimately unsuccessful in this endeavor. It 
was said of Rav Hoshaya and Rav Hananya that they 
descended from the house of Eli the High Priest, and 
here are some who maintain that they were brothers, 
and that Rabba was their brother as well. 
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NOTES 


Its surplus is used to purchase communal gift 
offerings — 727) ANI: According to Rashi, the 
surplus was placed in collection horns that were 
located in the Temple, whose funds were used 
to purchase communal burnt offerings that 
were sacrificed upon the altar after the obliga- 
tory offerings of the day, so that the altar did 
not remain idle (see Shekalim 2:5, 6:1, 6:6). Con- 
versely, the Rambam maintains that the surplus 
was used for the purchase of voluntary meal 
offerings, as the surplus from a meal offering is 
used toward another meal offering (see Meiri 
on Shekalim 2:5). 


HALAKHA 


Ameal offering of jealousy, its surplus is used 
to purchase communal gift offerings — nna 
TIN AWN NIKI: If one designated money for 
the meal offering of a sinner or brought flour for 
it, the surplus flour or money is used to purchase 
voluntary meal offerings. This halakha applies 
even to a meal offering of jealousy, which is 
brought from barley, i.e., its surplus is sold and 
the money raised is used to purchase wheat 
flour (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 5:8, and see Or Sameah there). 
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Finally, Rav Asi did not resolve the dilemma in accordance with the 
resolution stated by Rav Ashi, that there is a distinction between one 
who removes the handful of a meal offering prepared in one vessel for 
the sake of a different vessel, and one who removes it for the sake of a 
meal offering prepared in a different vessel, because of the difficulty 
posed by Rav Aha, son of Rava. This difficulty concerns a case where 
one removes the handful ofa dry meal offering for the sake of one mixed 
with oil; Rabbi Shimon holds that such a meal offering is valid despite 
the fact that the person’s intent referred to the meal offering itself, not 
the vessel. 


§ The mishna teaches that all meal offerings from which a handful was 
removed not for their sake but for the sake of another meal offering are 
fit for sacrifice, except for the meal offering of a sinner and the meal 
offering of jealousy. The Gemara asks: Granted, the meal offering ofa 
sinner is disqualified when a handful is removed from it not for its own 
sake, as the Merciful One calls it a sin offering, in the verse: “He shall 
put no oil upon it, neither shall he put any frankincense upon it, for 
it is a sin offering. And he shall bring it to the priest, and the priest shall 
take his handful” (Leviticus 5:11-12). This verse indicates that just as a 
sin offering is disqualified when sacrificed not for its own sake, so too, 
the meal offering of a sinner is disqualified when a handful is removed 
from it not for its own sake. But with regard to the meal offering of 
jealousy, from where do we derive that this is the halakha? 


The Gemara answers that this halakha may be derived from a baraita, as 
a tanna taught a baraita before Rav Nahman: With regard to money 
that was designated for a meal offering of jealousy, its surplus, i.e., the 
money remaining after the purchase of the meal offering, is used to 
purchase communal gift offerings." 


Rav Nahman said to him: You are saying well, as it is written with 
regard to a meal offering of jealousy: “Bringing iniquity to remem- 
brance” (Numbers 5:15), and it is written with regard to a sin offering: 
“And He has given it you to bear the iniquity of the congregation” 
(Leviticus 10:17). A verbal analogy is drawn between the two uses of the 
term “iniquity” in these verses. This teaches that just as in the case of a 
sin offering, its surplus is used to purchase communal gift offerings, so 
too, with regard to a meal offering of jealousy, its surplus is used to 
purchase communal gift offerings. And a meal offering of jealousy is also 
like a sin offering in another aspect: Just as a sin offering is disqualified 
when sacrificed not for its own sake, so too, a meal offering of jealousy 
is disqualified when a handful is removed from it not for its own sake. 


The Gemara asks: If that is so, that the halakha of a meal offering of 
jealousy is derived from a verbal analogy to a sin offering based on the 
word “iniquity,” then a guilt offering should also be disqualified if it 
was sacrificed not for its own sake, as a similar verbal analogy may be 
derived from the verse that states: “The iniquity [avon] of the congrega- 
tion” (Leviticus 10:17), with regard to a sin offering, and the verse that 
states: “And shall bear his iniquity” (Leviticus 5:17), in connection with 
a guilt offering. 


The Gemara responds: One derives a verbal analogy based on the 
word “iniquity” from a verse that likewise uses the term “iniquity,” but 
one does not derive a verbal analogy based on the term “his iniquity 
[avono]” from a verse that uses the term “iniquity.” 


The Gemara asks: What difference is there? Didn’t the school of Rabbi 

Yishmael teach the following verbal analogy with regard to leprosy of 
houses? The verse states: “And the priest shall return [veshav] on the 

seventh day” (Leviticus 14:39), and another verse concerning the priest’s 

visit seven days later states: “And the priest shall come [uva] and look” 
(Leviticus 14:44). This returning and this coming have the same mean- 
ing, and one can therefore derive by verbal analogy that the halakha that 

applies if the leprosy had spread at the conclusion of the first week applies 

if it had spread again by the end of the following week. All the more so 

shoulda less pronounced difference of one letter between avon and avono 

not prevent the teaching of a verbal analogy. 
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And furthermore, let one derive a verbal analogy through the term 
“his iniquity” stated with regard to a guilt offering, and the term “his 
iniquity” from the verse concerning the sin offering brought for the 
iniquity for hearing the voice, i.e., the sin offering of one who takes a 
false oath that he does not have any information relevant to a matter 
when another requests that he testify about it, as it is written: “If he 
does not utter it, then he shall bear his iniquity” (Leviticus 5:1). 


Rather, it must be that when the verbal analogy was derived, it was 
derived only with regard to the halakha that the surplus from the 
money designated for a meal offering of jealousy is used to purchase 
communal gift offerings, and not with regard to the halakha that a meal 
offering of jealousy from which a handful was removed not for its own 
sake is disqualified. 


And if you would say that there is a principle that there is no partial 
verbal analogy," that principle does not apply in this instance. As the 
Merciful One revealed with regard to a sin offering that the halakha 
of other offerings may not be derived from this case, as the verse states: 
“And slaughter it for a sin offering” (Leviticus 4:33). This verse indi- 
cates that it, i.e., a sin offering, when slaughtered for its own sake is 
valid, and when slaughtered not for its own sake is disqualified. But 
all other sacrificial animals, whether sacrificed for their sake or not 
for their sake, are valid. 


The Gemara asks: But if the Merciful One revealed that one cannot 
derive the halakha of other offerings that were sacrificed not for their 
sake from a sin offering, then from where do we derive the halakha that 
the meal offering of a sinner and the meal offering of jealousy are 
disqualified when a handful is removed from them not for their sake? 


The Gemara explains: With regard to a sin offering, what is the reason 
that it is disqualified when sacrificed not for its own sake? It is because 
it is written with regard to this offering: “It,” in a verse discussing the 
sin offering of the Nasi: “It is a sin offering” (Leviticus 4:24). This 
indicates that a sin offering is valid only when it is sacrificed for its own 
sake. So too, it is written with regard to them, i.e., the meal offering of 
a sinner and the meal offering of jealousy: “It.” In the case of the meal 
offering of a sinner the verse states: “It is a sin offering” (Leviticus 5:11), 
and with regard to the meal offering of jealousy it is written: “It is a meal 
offering of jealousy” (Numbers 5:15). 


The Gemara challenges: But if so, concerning a guilt offering as well, 
it is written about this offering: “It,” as the verse states: “It is a guilt 
offering” (Leviticus 7:5). Accordingly, a guilt offering should likewise 
be disqualified if it is slaughtered not for its own sake. The Gemara 
responds: That term “it” is written with regard to the stage after the 
burning of the sacrificial portions [eimurin]' of a guilt offering, which 
are intended for burning upon the altar. 


As it is taught in a baraita: One derives from the word “it” that if the 
offering was slaughtered not for its own sake it is disqualified only in 
the case of a sin offering. But concerning a guilt offering, it is stated 
about this offering: “It is a guilt offering,” only with regard to the stage 
after the burning of the sacrificial portions. The baraita adds: One 
cannot derive that if these portions were burned not for the sake of a 
guilt offering then the offering is disqualified, since the guilt offering 
itself is valid if its sacrificial portions were not burned upon the altar 
at all." 


Sacrificial portions [eimurin] - 


pax: There are various explana- 
tions of the source of the word eimurin, sacrificial portions, i.e., those 
portions sacrificed and consumed upon the altar. Based on the 
Gemara in Sukka (55b), its root is alef, mem, reish, which means: Say. 
According to this explanation, the name was given because these 
are the portions about which it is said to sacrifice them upon the 
altar (Tosefot Yom Tov on Pesahim 5:10). Some say that according to 


LANGUAGE 

Alternatively, the word is based on the term mar, master (Arukh), 
and refers to the most important parts of an offering, or the mas- 
ter portions, which are sacrificed upon the altar. Mishne LaMelekh 
relates eimurin to the verse: “You have avouched [heemarta] the 
Lord this day to be your God” (Deuteronomy 26:17). According to 
many linguists, eimurin comes from a Greek word, either yñpa, mēra, 
or unpia, méria, both of which refer to thighbones and their flesh. 


this interpretation the word should be pronounced amurin. 


e publisher 


NOTES 


There is no partial verbal analogy — mw nma px 
mynd: It is a Torah edict that halakhot may be 
derived by verbal analogy. Accordingly, one cannot 
decide based on logic which aspects of a halakha 
are derived from a particular verbal analogy and 
which are not. That said, when the Torah itself limits 
the application of a particular halakha, that limita- 
tion should be applied to the verbal analogy as well, 
and the limitation does not indicate that the verbal 
analogy is incorrect (see Sefer HaKeritut 1:2, 11). 


It itself is valid if its sacrificial portions were not 
burned upon the altar at all — shw jnyy KIT 
WI VNVR NWPN: Improper intent disqualifies an 
offering only when it concerns one of the four sacri- 
ficial rites involving the blood of the offering, i.e., its 
slaughter, the collection of its blood, the conveying 
of its blood to the altar, and the presentation of its 
blood upon the altar. The sacrificial portions of an 
offering are burned upon the altar only after its 
blood has already been presented and atonement 
achieved. Accordingly, the burning of the sacrificial 
portions of an offering is not critical to its validity 
(Rashi on Zevahim 5b). 
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HALAKHA 


A guilt offering that was consigned to grazing, etc. - Dw% 
^) my paw: With regard to a guilt offering that was 
consigned to grazing, if one proceeded to sacrifice it as a burnt 
offering, it is valid. This is in accordance with the conclusion of 
the Gemara in Pesahim (73a) that this guilt offering is valid as a 
burnt offering only when slaughtered explicitly for the sake of 
a burnt offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMuk- 
dashin 4:15, and see Kesef Mishne and Lehem Mishne there). 
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A guilt offering that was consigned to grazing - prw Dw% 
myg: The Sages learned by tradition that in any instance 
where a sin offering is left to die, e.g., if its owner died or atoned 
for his sin with another animal, a guilt offering in a similar situ- 
ation is consigned to grazing until it becomes blemished, after 
which it is sold and the money used to purchase communal 
burnt offerings. As for what is considered consignment, Rashi 
explains that this is the transferal of the animal to the care of 
a shepherd (see also Rashi on Pesahim 73a and Meiri on Nazir 
25b). Alternatively, the animal is consigned when the court or 
Temple treasurer declares that the guilt offering should be sent 
to graze (Rashi on Zevahim sb). Elsewhere (Pesahim 73a), Rashi 
indicates that the owner himself consigns the animal to graze. 


Someone slaughtered it without specification, it is fit as a 
burnt offering - aby ow Ww ond ipnws: A guilt offering 
that was not yet consigned to grazing is fit for sacrifice as a 


Perek | 
Daf4 Amudb 
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The Gemara asks: But if so, why do I need the word “it” stated with 
regard to a guilt offering? The Gemara answers: It is necessary for 
that which Rav Huna says that Rav says: With regard to a guilt 
offering whose owner died or whose transgression was otherwise 
atoned for, and that was therefore consigned by the court to graz- 
ing™ until it develops a blemish so that it can be sold and the pro- 
ceeds used to purchase a burnt offering, if, before it developed a 
blemish, someone slaughtered it without specification of its 
purpose, it is fit if it was sacrificed as a burnt offering." 


The Gemara infers: If it was consigned to grazing, yes, it is fit if it 
was sacrificed as a burnt offering if slaughtered. By inference, if it 
was not consigned to grazing, it is not fit. What is the reason for 
this? The verse states: “It is a guilt offering,” indicating that it shall 
remain as it is," i.e., as a guilt offering, unless it is consigned by the 
court to another purpose. 


§ The mishna teaches that all the meal offerings from which a hand- 
ful was removed not for their sake are fit for sacrifice but they do 
not fulfill the owner’s obligation. Concerning this, Rav says: With 
regard to the omer meal offering, i.e., the measure of barley brought 
as a communal offering on the sixteenth of Nisan (see Leviticus 
23:9-14), if the priest removed a handful from it not for its own 
sake it is disqualified. It is disqualified since an omer meal offering 
came for a specific purpose, namely, to permit the consumption of 
the new crop, and this meal offering did not permit the consump- 
tion of the new crop because its rites were performed not for its own 
sake. And so you say with regard to the guilt offering ofa nazirite 
who became ritually impure, whose proper sacrifice enables the 
nazirite to restart his naziriteship afresh in purity, 


NOTES 
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it is slaughtered explicitly for 
of a burnt offering, as this explicit intent uproots the status of 
guilt offering from the animal (Rashi). Based on a variant text 
of the Gemara, which states: If he slaughtered it for 
is valid, other commentaries maintain 
that only a guilt offering already consigned to grazing can be 
valid as a burnt offering, and this is the halakha only when 
it is slaughtered explicitly for the sake of a burnt offering. A 
as not been consigned to grazing will be 
disqualified even when slaughtered explicitly for the sake of a 
burnt offering (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). According to 
this opinion, the Gemara derives this halakha from the word “it, 
a guilt offering that was not consigned to 
grazing remains in its current state, so that even explicit intent 
to slaughter it for the sake of a burnt offering does not uproot 


he sake The verse states, it is a guilt offering, it shall remain as it is - 
NP INT NAT NTP NAN: By citing a verse as the source for this 
distinction between an animal that was consigned to grazing 
and one that was not, the Gemara indicates that this halakha 
applies by Torah law, i.e., if this guilt offering was slaughtered 
before it was consigned to grazing it is disqualified. Other 
sources (see Shevuot12b) indicate that by Torah law such a guilt 
offering is in fact valid as a burnt offering, and it is the Sages 
who disqualified it out of a concern that one might sacrifice it 
as a burnt offering before he achieves atonement with another 
animal. Some commentaries therefore suggest that the two 
discussions in the Gemara reflect a dispute with regard to the 
status of a guilt offering that was slaughtered before it was 
consigned to grazing, and each discussion in the Gemara is in 
accordance with a different opinion (Ramban on Shevuot 12b; 
see Josafot, citing Rabbeinu Tam, and Sefer HaYashar 514, 777). 


he sake 


and so you say with regard to the guilt offering of a leper, whose 
proper sacrifice enables the leper to enter the Israelite camp and to 
partake of offerings of sanctity, that if one slaughtered these offer- 
ings not for their sake, they are disqualified. They are disqualified 
since their sacrifice came to render the nazirite and leper fit, and 
these guilt offerings did not render them fit. 


The Gemara asks: We learned in the mishna that all the meal offer- 
ings from which a handful was removed not for their sake are fit 
for sacrifice but they did not satisfy the obligation of the owner, 
except for the meal offering of a sinner and the meal offering of 
jealousy. And if it is so that an omer meal offering from which a 
handful was removed not for its own sake is disqualified, then let 
the mishna also teach: Except for the omer meal offering. 
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The Gemara responds: When the mishna teaches this halakha, 
it teaches it only with regard to meal offerings that come on 
behalf of an individual. The mishna does not teach the halakha 
with regard to those meal offerings that come on behalf of the 
community. Additionally, when the mishna teaches this halakha, 
it is only with regard to a meal offering that comes on account 
of itself, i.e., as an independent offering. The mishna does not 
teach the halakha with regard to a meal offering that comes on 
account of, i.e., together with, a slaughtered offering, e.g., the 
omer meal offering, which is brought along with two sheep. 


The Gemara adds: Furthermore, when the mishna teaches this 
halakha, it is only with regard to those meal offerings whose 
time is not set, i.e., they may be sacrificed on any date. The 
mishna does not teach the halakha with regard to this omer 
meal offering, whose time for offering is set on the sixteenth of 
Nisan. 


Q The Gemara analyzes the statement of Rav. The Master said: 
And so you say with regard to the guilt offering of a nazirite 
who became ritually impure, and so you say with regard to the 
guilt offering of a leper, that if one slaughtered these offerings 
not for their sake, they are disqualified. They are disqualified 
since their proper sacrifice came to render the nazirite and leper 
fit, and they did not render them fit. 


The Gemara asks: We learned in a mishna (Zevahim 2a): All 
slaughtered offerings that one slaughtered not for their sake" 
are fit, but they did not satisfy the obligation of the owner. This 
is the halakha with regard to all offerings except for the Paschal 
offering and the sin offering, which are disqualified when 
slaughtered not for their sake. And if it is so that the halakha is 
in accordance with the statement of Rav, let the mishna also 
teach: Except for the guilt offering of a nazirite and the guilt 
offering of a leper, since they came to render one fit and they 
did not render one fit. 


The Gemara answers: Since there are other guilt offerings, i.e., 
the guilt offering for robbery, which one brings for taking a 
false oath denying an accusation of robbery, and the guilt offer- 
ing brought for misuse of consecrated property, that come for 
atonement, which do not render one fit and are fit for sacrifice 
if they were slaughtered not for their sake, the tanna of the 
mishna could not state the halakha with regard to guilt offerings 
in an absolute manner, and therefore he refrains from mention- 


ing guilt offerings at all. 


The Gemara asks: What is different about the guilt offering of 
a nazirite and the guilt offering of a leper? Why are they dis- 
qualified when slaughtered not for their sake since they came to 
render fit and they did not render fit? These, i.e., the guilt offer- 
ings for robbery and for misuse of consecrated property, should 
likewise be disqualified when slaughtered not for their sake, 
since they came for atonement and they did not atone. 


Rabbi Yirmeya said in response: We find that the Torah dif- 
ferentiates between those guilt offerings that atone and those 
that render fit, and the halakha is more stringent with regard to 
those that render fit. Rabbi Yirmeya elaborates: With regard to 
those guilt offerings that atone, there are among them offerings 
that come after death," i.e., they are sacrificed after the death of 
their owners, whereas with regard to those that render fit, there 
are none among them that come after death. As we learned in 
a mishna (Kinnim 2:5): With regard to a woman after childbirth 
who brought her sin offering" for her ritual purification and 
died," the heirs shall bring her burnt offering, which comes to 
atone. If she set aside her burnt offering and died, the heirs 
shall not bring her sin offering, as it comes to render her fit to 
partake of offerings. 


HALAKHA 


All slaughtered offerings that one slaughtered not for 
their sake - mwh Kow jonwy ona bs: All slaughtered 

offerings that one slaughtered not for their sake are fit but 
they did not fulfill the obligation of the owner. The excep- 
tions are the Paschal offering and the sin offering, which 

are disqualified when slaughtered not for their sake. The 

guilt offering of a nazirite and the guilt offering of a leper 
are also fit when slaughtered not for their sake; see 5a 

(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 15:1). 


A woman who brought her sin offering - "wxa 
ANKON AMAT: With regard to a woman after childbirth 
or a woman who experienced a discharge of uterine 
blood after her menstrual period [zava], if she brought her 
sin offering and then died, her heirs bring her burnt offer- 
ing. This is the case even if she had not yet designated 
money for its purchase (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Mehusrei Kappara 1:13). 


NOTES 


Guilt offerings that atone, there are among them offer- 
ings that come after death, etc. — ANN 173 TK [19379 
aD am anh: Some commentaries explain the signifi- 
cance of this distinction as follows: The fact that offerings 
that atone may be sacrificed after death indicates that not 
only are they considered an atonement for their owners, 
but they are considered gift offerings as well. Accordingly, 
they are valid even when sacrificed not for their sake, like 
gift offerings (see 2a). Conversely, those offerings that ren- 
der one fit may not be brought after death because their 
entire purpose is to render their owners fit, a purpose that 
becomes irrelevant once the owner dies. Consequently, 
this offering is disqualified when sacrificed not for its own 
sake, as it is not considered a gift offering (see Hiddushei 
HaGriz and Netivot HaKodesh). 


A woman after childbirth who brought her sin offer- 
ing and died, etc. — 131 ADD ANKYN WITO TONT: 
Rashi explains that the burnt offering is brought as the 
atonement for a woman after childbirth, whereas the sin 
offering renders her fit to partake of offerings. The sin 
offering is not brought as an atonement, as she commit- 
ted no sin (Josafot Hitzoniyyot). Accordingly, the mishna 
is cited as proof of both aspects of Rabbi Yirmeya’s state- 
ment, i.e., that an atonement offering is brought after the 
owner's death, and that an offering that renders one fit is 
not. Others maintain that the woman's sin offering is in 
fact brought as an atonement. Since her burnt offering 
accompanies her sin offering, the burnt offering is also 
considered an atonement offering. Her burnt offering 
is brought after her death because a burnt offering may 
be sacrificed as a gift offering. The mishna is therefore 
proof only of Rabbi Yirmeya’s claim that some atonement 
offerings may be brought after death (Rabbeinu Gershom 
Meor HaGola). 
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Rabbi Yehuda son of Rabbi Shimon ben Pazi - °37 
naa piyow art Aa mm: Rabbi Yehuda, son of Rabbi 
Shimon ben Pazi, was a third-generation amora from 
Eretz Yisrael and a student of the disciples of Rabbi 
Yohanan. According to some commentaries, this Rabbi 
Yehuda is the same individual as the Rabbi Yehuda ben 
Pazi who is cited throughout the Talmud. Others hold 
that this amora is Rabbi Yehuda, son of Rabbi Simon, 
who appears mostly in midrashic literature. 


One who separates funds for the offerings of his 
naziriteship, etc. - 151 imo niyn waaa: One who 

designates money for his naziriteship offerings may not 
derive benefit from the money, but if he derives benefit 
from it he is not liable for misuse of consecrated prop- 
erty, as all the money is fit for the purchase of peace 
offerings. In a case where he died and money remained 

from those funds, if the money was undesignated it is 
allocated for communal gift offerings. If they were des- 
ignated funds, the money for a sin offering is cast into 

the Dead Sea; one may not derive benefit from it but 
if he does so he is not liable for misuse of consecrated 

property. The money for a burnt offering is used to 

purchase burnt offerings, and one who derives benefit 
from itis liable for misuse of consecrated property. With 

the money for a peace offering one brings a peace 

offering that may be eaten for one day and does not 
require loaves (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 
9:10 and Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 4:3). 


Dead Sea - noan Dt: The term Dead Sea can some- 
times refer to saltwater seas in general, as opposed to 

freshwater lakes, but it usually means specifically the 

Dead Sea, also referred to in talmudic sources as the 
Sea of Sodom. Any item from which it is prohibited to 

derive benefit is cast into the Dead Sea, as there are no 

fishermen or people who will retrieve items thrown 

into it. It is also possible that due to the high density of 
salt in the Dead Sea, items cast into it will become rusty 
and decay in a short period of time, thereby preventing 

their further use. 


Rusty tire eroded by salt at the Dead Sea 


24 


MENAHOT : PEREK 1: 4B: :1ATX p15 


PIRU A TPI A pA 
amet am n D PYP 9 Ya 
niya wees yan arma ans) 
51 poyin x) pam Kb- im 

ody thas wad paw 


aay soa -pano niyn brm ng 
moan ob phy -NKY AT pwrion 
wy- biy 7 phyin Kb pm xd 

ana pout mony a 


Pops DAY [7a war - oY T 
TY K) On pay prey ane Ov) 
DN RP} AT DP! VIN OW 

inna ane) 


SRAT 21 WN NP AT NSS a TON 
snow an) KITIP wan ya ND 
AAT AIP WKB WA MIN 


Rabbi Yehuda, son of Rabbi Shimon ben Pazi,” objects to this: 
With regard to offerings that render fit as well, are there not among 
them offerings that come after death? But didn’t we learn in a 
mishna (Me’ila 11a): In the case of one who separates funds for the 
offerings of his naziriteship," i.e., his sin offering, burnt offering, 
and peace offering, a person may not derive benefit from them" ab 
initio, but if one benefited from them after the fact, he is not liable 
for misuse of consecrated property," i.e., he is not required to bring 
a guilt offering and is not obligated to repay the principal and an 
additional fifth. This is because the coins are all fit for bringing 
peace offerings, and there is no misuse of consecrated property 
with regard to funds fit for a peace offering. 


The mishna continues: If the nazirite died and he had undesignated 
funds that he set aside to pay for his nazirite offerings without 
specifying how much money should be allocated toward each offer- 
ing, they will be allocated for communal gift offerings. If he left 
behind allocated funds, then with regard to the money for a sin 
offering, one must take it and cast it into the Dead Sea;’ one may 
not benefit from it ab initio, but if one benefited from it after the 
fact, he is not liable for misuse of consecrated property. With regard 
to the money for a burnt offering, one brings with it a burnt 
offering, and one is liable for misusing them. 


The mishna concludes: With the money for a peace offering, one 
brings a peace offering with it," and these offerings are eaten for 
one day, like the peace offering brought by a nazirite, and do not 
require the loaves that are normally bought with the peace offering 
of a nazirite. Rabbi Yehuda explains his question: But the burnt 
offering and peace offering of a nazirite are offerings that render 
the nazirite fit to drink wine, and yet they come after death. 


Rav Pappa said in response that this is what Rabbi Yirmeya is 
saying: We do not find an instance of a fixed manner of rendering 
fit that comes after death, i.e., there is no instance where the only 
offering that will render one fit to act in a manner previously pro- 
hibited to him may be sacrificed after death. And the offerings of a 
nazirite are examples of a means of rendering fit that is not fixed, 


May not derive benefit from them - py) xb: Rashi explains 
that the Sages prohibited deriving benefit from this money due 
to the portion of the money intended for a burnt offering and 
sin offering. Others maintain that it is prohibited by Torah law to 
derive benefit from this money (Shita Mekubbetzet, citing Tosafot 
Hitzoniyyot). It is even prohibited to derive benefit from the por- 
tion of the funds intended for a peace offering, despite the fact 
that this is an offering of lesser sanctity, as the verse states: “He 
shall not break his word; he shall do according to all that proceeds 
out of his mouth” (Numbers 30:3). 


But he is not liable for misuse of consecrated property, etc. - 
nD povin xn: : The halakhot of the misuse of consecrated property 
apply to a peace offering only with regard to those portions that 
are intended for the altar, and only after its blood is sprinkled on 
the altar. Money used to purchase a peace offering belongs to 
the owner, and therefore the halakhot of misuse do not apply 
to it. Consequently, one who derives benefit from part of the 
undesignated money intended for the purchase of the offerings 
of a nazirite is not liable for misuse, as each portion of the money 


is fit to be used for purchasing a peace offering (Rashi on Me‘ila 
11a). By contrast, one who benefits from all of the money is liable 
for misuse of consecrated property and must bring a guilt offering 
for misuse, as a portion of the money was nevertheless intended 
for purchasing a burnt offering and a sin offering. Others maintain 
that all of the undesignated money may be used to purchase 
peace offerings, and therefore the halakhot of misuse do not apply 
(Tosafot on Me'ila na). Alternatively, the halakhot of the misuse of 
consecrated property are relevant only to items that have been 
clearly designated. They do not apply to undesignated funds 
(Rosh on Nazir 24b). 


With the money for a peace offering one brings a peace offer- 
ing with it, etc. -^9 myw ya xem ony rat: According to 
Rashi, loaves are not brought with the peace offering because 
the verse states in reference to the loaves: “And he shall put 
them upon the hands of the nazirite” (Numbers 6:19). Since the 
nazirite is dead this is not possible. Others explain that loaves 
are brought but they are not waved (Rosh on Nazir 24b, citing 
Rabbeinu Yitzhak). 
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as the Master said about the nazirite (Nazir 45a): And if he shaved® 
after the sacrifice of any one of the three of them," i.e., after sacrific- 
ing his sin offering, burnt offering, or peace offering, he has fulfilled 
his obligation after the fact, i.e., he has successfully completed his 
term of naziriteship. Accordingly, there is no specific offering that 
renders him fit. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: With regard to the 
guilt offering of a leper that was slaughtered not for its own sake," 
or if none of its blood was placed on the leper’s right thumb and 
big toe, this guilt offering is offered up upon the altar and it 
requires libations, in accordance with the halakha of the guilt offer- 
ing of a leper. But the leper must nevertheless bring another guilt 
offering to render him fit to partake of offerings. This baraita is a 
conclusive refutation of the statement of Rav, who said that the 
guilt offering of a leper that was slaughtered not for its own sake is 
entirely disqualified because it did not render the leper fit. 


Q The Gemara returns to its discussion concerning the omer meal 
offering. And Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish says, with regard to an 
omer meal offering from which a priest removed a handful not for 
its own sake, that it is valid and the handful is burned on the altar. 
But its remainder may not be consumed by the priests until a priest 
brings another omer meal offering on the same day and thereby 
permits the first offering for consumption, as the prohibition against 
consuming the new crop remains in effect. 


The Gemara asks: But if its remainder may not be consumed by the 
priests until they bring another omer meal offering, how can the 
handful removed from this omer meal offering be sacrificed upon 
the altar? Before the omer meal offering is sacrificed, the new crop 
is forbidden for consumption, and the verse states: “From the 
well-watered pastures of Israel; for a meal offering, and for a burnt 
offering, and for peace offerings” (Ezekiel 45:15), from which it is 
derived that one may sacrifice only from that which is permitted to 
the Jewish people." 


Rav Adda bar Ahava said in response: Reish Lakish holds that an 
offering is not considered one whose time has not yet arrived if it 
is to be brought on that day." Accordingly, since the new crop will 
be permitted for consumption on the same day that this handful was 
removed from the omer meal offering, it is already considered fit to 
be sacrificed upon the altar. 


Rav Adda, son of Rav Yitzhak, raises an objection to Rav Adda bar 
Ahava’s explanation from a baraita: There is a halakha that applies 
to birds that does not apply to meal offerings, and there is a hala- 
kha that applies to meal offerings that does not apply to birds. The 
baraita elaborates: There is a halakha that applies to birds that does 
not apply to meal offerings, as birds may be brought as a gift offering 
on behalf of two people, i.e., two people may take a vow to bring a 
single bird offering jointly. But with regard to meal offerings it is 
written: “And when one brings a meal offering” (Leviticus 2:1), 
indicating that only individuals may vow to bring a meal offering. 


NOTES 


An offering is not considered one whose time has not yet arrived 
if it is to be brought on that day - o13 tah yar abana p: In other 
words, an offering whose suitability for sacrifice depends on a 
particular time of day is already considered fit for sacrifice from 
the beginning of the day that it is to be sacrificed. Accordingly, 
despite the fact that the new crop is prohibited for consumption 
until another omer meal offering is brought, the first offering is not 


disqualified on account of the phrase in the verse “from the well- 
watered pastures of Israel,” as the actual omer will be sacrificed that 
same day. This halakha applies only when the time that has not yet 
arrived is independent of the offering itself. If the offering itself has 
not yet reached the appropriate age for its intended sacrifice, even 
if it is too young by only one hour, then it is not valid if sacrificed 
(see Zevahim 25b). 


BACKGROUND 


Shaved - rho: In the following instances, the Torah 
requires shaving one’s head or one's entire body as 
part of a process of purification and the assumption 
of a different status: First is the case of a nazirite who 
completes his term of naziriteship (see Numbers 
6:18-19). Upon the termination of the period of his 
vow, the nazirite shaves his head. This is performed 
in a special chamber within the women's courtyard 
in the Temple. Afterward, the nazirite’s hair is placed 
in the fire upon which his peace offering is cooked. 
Another case is that of a nazirite who has become 
ritually impure due to contact with a corpse. He 
must shave his head on the day he purifies himself. 
On the following day, he brings the required offer- 
ings and begins his nazirite vow anew (see Numbers 
6:9). Finally, a leper shaves his entire body twice 
as part of his process of purification (see Leviticus 
14:8-9). 


HALAKHA 


If he shaved after the sacrifice of any one of the 
three of them - when nnx by mh: The order of 
the offerings that a nazirite must bring in order to be 
permitted to shave is as follows: First, he brings a sin 
offering, then he brings a burnt offering, and lastly 
he brings a peace offering. After he has sacrificed all 
three, he then shaves his hair. If he shaves after the 
slaughter of the sin offering or the burnt offering, 
he has fulfilled his obligation (Rambam Sefer Hafla'a, 
Hilkhot Nezirut 8:2). 


The guilt offering of a leper that was slaugh- 
tered not for its own sake — pnw yysn owy 
iow) xbw: With regard to the guilt offering ofa 
leper that was slaughtered not for its own sake, or if 
the priest did not put any of its blood on the leper’s 
right thumb and big toe, it is sacrificed on the altar 
and requires libations. Nevertheless, the leper must 
bring another guilt offering to render him fit, as 
stated in the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 15:17 and Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Mehusrei Kappara 5:2). 


From that which is permitted to the Jewish peo- 
ple -hgw ‘sway pa: One may not bring a meal 
offering or libations from untithed produce, nor 
rom the new crop before the sacrifice of the omer 
meal offering, nor from a mixture of the portion of 
he produce designated for the priest [teruma] with 
non-sacred produce. Needless to say, one may not 
bring meal offerings or libations from the fruit of 
a tree during the first three years after its planting 
orla], nor from diverse kinds sown in a vineyard, as 
his would constitute a mitzva performed by means 
of a transgression (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Issurei Mizbe‘ah 5:9, and see Radbaz there). 
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BACKGROUND 


Zav - 38: A zav is a man suffering from a gonorrhea- 
like discharge. The halakhot relating to the severe 
ritual impurity caused by this condition are detailed 
in the Torah (see Leviticus 15:1-15) and in tractate 
Zavim. The zav becomes ritually impure as a result of 
he secretion of a white, pus-like discharge from his 
penis. A man who experiences a discharge of this 
ind on one occasion becomes ritually impure as a 
zav for one day, like one who has discharged semen. 
f he experiences a second discharge on the same 
day or the following day, or a prolonged initial dis- 
charge, he contracts the more severe ritual impurity 
of a zav, which lasts until he counts seven clean days. 
f he experiences a third discharge within the next 
day, he is obligated to bring a pair of doves, one for 
a sin offering and one for a burnt offering, as part of 
his purification process. 

Not only does the man himself become ritually 
impure, but he imparts ritual impurity by coming 
into contact with vessels or people; by being moved 
by them; by moving them; by lying or sitting on 
them; or through the medium of a large stone tha 
he is lying on, if it is positioned over them. The fluids 
he secretes, i.e., his spittle, urine, and semen, impar 
ritual impurity, and any article upon which he sits or 
lies becomes a primary source of ritual impurity and 
itself imparts ritual impurity to other items. 


Zava — 7131: This is a woman who experiences a flow 
resembling menstrual blood on three consecutive 
days during a time of the month when she is not due 
to experience menstrual bleeding. The first secretion 
renders her ritually impure, but until the third day 
her status is that of a woman who observes a clean 
day for each day she experiences a discharge. After 
experiencing bleeding on the third day, the woman 
is considered a zava and after counting seven clean 
days is obligated to bring an offering as part of her 
purification process. A zava imparts ritual impurity 
in the same manner as a zav. In addition, a man 
who engages in intercourse with her becomes a 
primary source of ritual impurity and imparts ritual 
impurity to others. 


HALAKHA 


If the priest preformed the placement of oil before 
the placement of blood - 07 4929 jaw yng IDA: 
f the priest placed the oil on the leper's right thumb 
and big toe before placing the blood from the leper's 
guilt offering on the leper’s right thumb and big 
oe, he should fill the vessel that holds a /og of oil 
and then put oil on the leper’s right thumb and big 
oe again after the placement of blood. If the place- 
ment of oil on the leper’s right thumb and big toe 
was performed before the seven sprinklings of oil in 
he direction of the Holy of Holies, he should fill the 
vessel that holds a /og of oil and put oil on the leper’s 
right thumb and big toe again after performing the 
seven sprinklings (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Mehusrei Kappara 5:6). 
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yrs nin Mat at 7793 ana The baraita continues: And another halakha that applies to birds but 


not meal offerings involves one who has not yet brought his atone- 
ment offering, i.e., aman who experienced a gonorrhea-like dis- 
charge [zav], or woman who experienced a discharge of uterine 

blood after her menstrual period [zava],’ or a woman after child- 
birth, or a leper, all of whom must bring an offering to complete 

their atonement process. They bring a bird offering, not a meal 

offering. 


PRY mA OTi pI [OK dbp yimim And furthermore, with regard to birds, their general prohibition 


ninaa 12 


was permitted when they are consecrated, i.e., killing a non-sacred 
bird by pinching the nape of its neck renders it a carcass, whose 
consumption is prohibited, and yet pinching the nape of a bird 
offering enables it to be sacrificed upon the altar and permits it for 
consumption, which is not so with regard to meal offerings, i.e., 
there is no prohibition that applies to the non-consecrated ingredi- 
ents of a meal offering that does not apply to actual meal offerings 
as well. 


b> ninyo niman - ninaa wr The baraita continues: And there is a halakha that applies to meal 
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offerings that does not apply to birds. As meal offerings require 
placement in a service vessel, and they require waving and bringing, 
i.e, they must be brought to the corner of the altar prior to removal 
of the handful. And lastly, there are meal offerings of the commu- 
nity just as there are meal offerings of individuals, e.g., the omer 
meal offering is a communal meal offering, which is not so with 
regard to birds. Bird offerings do not require the use of service 
vessels, they do not require waving or bringing, and there are no 
communal bird offerings. 


Rav Adda, son of Rav Yitzhak, explains his objection: And if itis so 
that a handful that was removed from an omer meal offering not for 
its own sake is fit for burning upon the altar, then with regard to 
meal offerings as well, you find that their general prohibition was 
permitted when they are consecrated. And what is this meal offer- 
ing that was permitted? It is the omer meal offering from which a 
handful was removed not for its own sake, as although the new 
crop remains prohibited to the Jewish people until another omer 
meal offering is brought, the handful of this meal offering may be 
sacrificed upon the altar. 


NTN wy „Dia iad yar Bin jx7;¥> The Gemara answers: Since an offering is not considered one whose 
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time has not yet arrived ifit is to be brought on that day, the sacrific- 
ing of that handful is not a prohibition that was permitted. Instead, 
it was initially fit for sacrifice upon the altar, as though another omer 
meal offering had already been brought to permit it. 


Rav Sheshet raises an objection from a baraita that discusses the 
ritual purification ofa leper: Ifthe priest performed the placement 
of oil on the leper’s right thumb and big toe before the placement 
of blood" from the leper’s guilt offering on the leper’s right thumb 
and big toe, i.e., his actions were in the opposite order from those 
prescribed in the Torah (see Leviticus 14:14-17), he fills the vessel 
that holds a log of oil and he then puts oil on the leper’s right thumb 
and big toe again after the placement of blood. If the priest per- 
formed the placement of oil on the leper’s right thumb and big toe 
before the placement of seven sprinklings of oil before the Lord, 
he fills the vessel that holds a log of oil and he again puts oil on 
the leper’s right thumb and big toe after the placement of seven 
sprinklings. 


Rav Sheshet explains his objection: And if you say that an offering 
is not considered as one whose time has not yet arrived if it is to be 
brought on that day, then why should the priest place the oil on the 
leper’s right thumb and big toe again? What he performed, he 
already performed, i.e., since the oil was going to be placed on the 
leper’s right thumb and big toe on that day, the placement should 
be valid even when done out of order. 
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Rav Pappa said in response: The halakhot of a leper are different, 
as it is written concerning them an expression of being, as the 
verse states: “This shall be the law of the leper” (Leviticus 14:2). 
The term “shall be” indicates that it shall be as it is, i.e., the purifica- 
tion process of a leper must be performed in accordance with the 
precise order prescribed in the Torah. 


Rav Pappa raises an objection from a baraita: If the priest per- 
formed the slaughter of a leper’s sin offering before the slaughter 
of his guilt offering," i.e., the priest’s actions were in the opposite 
order from those prescribed in the Torah (see Leviticus 14:13-19), 
there should not be another priest stirring the blood of the leper’s 
sin offering to prevent it from congealing in order that his guilt 
offering may be slaughtered and its blood sprinkled before the blood 
of his sin offering. Rather, the sin offering is left until its form 
decays, i.e., until the next morning, at which point it is definitively 
disqualified due to remaining in the Temple overnight and can be 
taken out to the place designated for burning. The objection is 
as follows: If an offering that is to be brought on that day is not 
considered one whose time has not yet arrived, why must this sin 
offering be left to decay? It should be considered as though it was 
slaughtered after the guilt offering. 


The Gemara asks: Why does Rav Pappa raise this objection? But 
isn’t it Rav Pappa himself who said: The halakhot of a leper are 
different, as it is written concerning them an expression of being, 
which indicates that the order of slaughter of a leper’s offerings must 
be preserved? Rather, this is what is difficult to Rav Pappa from 
the baraita: You can say that this statement, the halakha that the 
order is indispensable to the purification process of a leper, applies 
only to a sacrificial rite, whereas the act of slaughter is not consid- 
ered a rite." And if an offering is not considered one whose time 
has not yet arrived if it is to be brought on that day, then another 
priest should be stirring the blood of the leper’s sin offering to 
prevent it from congealing, and a priest should sacrifice the guilt 
offering and present its blood in the meantime, and afterward he 
should sacrifice the sin offering. 


Rather, Rav Pappa said: This is the reason of Reish Lakish, who 
said that the handful of an omer meal offering that was removed not 
for its own sake is valid and may be burned upon the altar: It is that 
he holds that the illumination of the eastern horizon on the morn- 
ing of the sixteenth of Nisan permits the new crop" to the Jewish 
people even before the omer meal offering is sacrificed, as Rabbi 
Yohanan and Reish Lakish both say: Even when the Temple is 
standing, 


NOTES 


The act of slaughter is not considered a rite - niay wh gika 
xt: According to Rashi, the slaughter of an offering is not con- 
sidered a sacrificial rite because it may be performed by a non- 
priest. The halakha that slaughter is not considered a sacrificial 
rite is derived from the fact that the Torah mentions the priests 
performance of the sacrificial rites only from the collection of 
the blood onward (Zevahim 32a). Tosafot cite Rabbi Ya'akov of 
Orleans, who explains that slaughter is not considered a sacrificial 
rite because its performance is not unique to offerings, as even 
non-sacred animals must be slaughtered in order to render them 
permitted for consumption. Regardless of the reason, slaughter is 
not considered a sacrificial rite and therefore is not considered a 
part of the sacrificial process of a leper (see Hiddushei HaGriz). 


1 


The illumination of the eastern horizon permits the new crop — 
‘AVA MWA VNI: The verse states: “And you shall eat neither bread, 
nor parched grain, nor fresh stalks, until this very day” (Leviticus 
23:14). Accordingly, the new crop is permitted from the beginning 
of that very day, i.e., the sixteenth of Nisan. Nevertheless, Reish 
Lakish holds that the remainder of the omer meal offering may 
not be consumed by the priests at that point because the same 
verse also states: “Until you have brought the offering of your God,’ 
which indicates that it is a mitzva to delay the consumption of the 
new crop until after the sacrifice of the omer meal offering (Rashi 
on 5b, citing 68a). 


HALAKHA 

If the priest performed the slaughter of a leper’s sin 
offering before the slaughter of his guilt offering - 
ined insyn opm: If the slaughter of a leper’s sin 
offering was performed before the slaughter of his 
guilt offering, there should not be another priest stir- 
ring the blood of his sin offering until the guilt offering 
is slaughtered. Rather, the sin offering is left until its 
form decays, i.e. until the next morning, and is taken 
out to the place designated for burning, as stated in 
the baraita (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei 
Kappara 5:3). 
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HALAKHA 


One may not bring a meal offering, first fruits, etc. - 
^3) ONDA NMA PRIN px: Standard meal offerings, 
meal offerings that accompany the libations of slaugh- 
tered offerings, and first fruits, may not be brought from 

the new crop before the offering of the omer. If one 

sacrificed any of these from the new crop, the offering 

is not valid. Furthermore, one may not bring an offering 

from the new crop before the sacrifice of the two loaves 
ab initio. \f he did so, it is valid (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, 
Hilkhot Bikkurim 2:6 and Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 

UMusafin 7:17). 
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the illumination of the eastern horizon permits the new crop. 


The Gemara notes: And this statement of Reish Lakish was not 
stated explicitly; rather, it was stated by inference, i.e., itis evident 
from a different statement of Reish Lakish that this is his opinion. 
As we learned in a mishna (68b): One may not bring a meal offer- 
ing, the first fruits,” or the meal offering brought with the liba- 
tions accompanying an animal offering, from the new crop, prior 
to the sacrifice of the omer. The Gemara interrupts its citation of 
the mishna to add that the reason is that we require that an offering 
be “from the well-watered pastures of Israel,’ i.e., it must be 
brought from that which is permitted to the Jewish people, and the 
new crop has not yet been permitted to them. The mishna con- 
cludes: And if he brought these offerings from the new crop they 
are unfit. 


The mishna continues: After the omer but prior to the two loaves 
one may not bring" those offerings from the new crop. The Gemara 
explains that this is because the two loaves are called first fruits, 
and therefore they should precede all other offerings from the new 
crop. The mishna adds: But if he brought those offerings from the 
new crop, they are fit. 


And Rav Yitzhak says that Reish Lakish says: The Sages taught 

that a meal offering that was brought from the new crop before the 

omer meal offering is disqualified only if it was brought on the 

fourteenth or on the fifteenth of Nisan. But if it was on the six- 
teenth, then even if he brought it prior to the omer meal offering, 
it is valid. He continues: And this statement poses a difficulty for 
me: Why should meal offerings be valid when sacrificed on the 

sixteenth if they were sacrificed before the omer meal offering? Let 

them be considered like offerings whose time has not yet arrived. 
The Gemara comments: Apparently, Reish Lakish holds that the 

illumination of the eastern horizon permits the new crop. 


BACKGROUND 


28 MENAHOT : PEREK I: §B::1 9T’ pa 


First fruits - o»1153: The obligation to bring first fruits to the 
Temple is stated in the Torah (see Deuteronomy 26:1-11) and is 
discussed in great detail in tractate Bikkurim, in both the mishna 
and in the Jerusalem Talmud. This mitzva involves the bringing of 
a small amount of first fruits, one-sixtieth of the harvest, before 
teruma is separated from the crop. The first fruits must be brought 
from the seven types of fruit for which Eretz Yisrael is praised (see 
Deuteronomy 8:8), all the way to the Temple in Jerusalem. A large, 


After the omer but prior to the two loaves one may not bring, 
etc. -^D N x onda my oip: Just as the omer meal offering 
permits the new crop for consumption, the two loaves sacrificed 
on Shavuot permit the sacrifice of offerings from the new crop, as 
the verse states: “And on the day of the first fruits, when you bring 
anew meal offering for the Lord” (Numbers 28:26), which indicates 
that the meal offering brought on Shavuot must be new, i.e., the 


NOTES 


festive ceremony accompanied the procession of the first fruits to 
the city. The owner of the fruit would bring his basket up to the 
altar, where he would wave it and recite the prayers of praise and 
thanksgiving that appear in the Torah. At this stage of the ritual, 
the status of the first fruits became like that of teruma, and the 
fruits became the property of the priest. 


first brought from the new crop. Alternatively, the verse: “As an 
offering of first fruits” (Leviticus 2:12), is the source for this halakha 
(Rashi; see commentary attributed to Rashba). In any event, a 
meal offering that was brought from the new crop before the 
two loaves were sacrificed is valid, as the new crop was already 
permitted to Jews for consumption (68b). 
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§ The Gemara previously cited the opinion of Rav that an omer meal 
offering from which a handful was removed not for its own sake is 
disqualified. The Gemara also cited the opinion of Reish Lakish that 
this meal offering is valid but another omer meal offering is necessary 
to permit the new crop for consumption. And Rava says: With 
regard to an omer meal offering from which the priest removed 
a handful not for its own sake," it is valid and its remainder is 
consumed, and it does not require another omer meal offering 
to permit it for consumption. The reason is that improper intent 
is effective [mo’elet] to disqualify an offering only" when it is 
expressed by one who is fit for the Temple service, ™ and with 
regard to an item that is fit for the Temple service," and in a place 
that is fit for the Temple service." 


Rava elaborates: The condition that improper intent disqualifies 
only when expressed by one who is fit for the Temple service 
serves to exclude the intent of a blemished priest, who is disquali- 
fied from performing the Temple service. The condition that it 
disqualifies only when expressed with regard to an item that is fit 
for the Temple service serves to exclude the omer meal offering, 
which is generally unfit for the Temple service, as it is a novelty, 
in that it is brought from barley whereas most meal offerings are 
brought from wheat. And finally, the condition that it disqualifies 
only when expressed in a place that is fit for the Temple service 
serves to exclude sacrificial rites that were performed with improper 
intent while the altar was damaged. At such a time improper intent 
does not disqualify an offering, and therefore if the altar is repaired 
on the same day, the offering may be sacrificed upon the altar. 


Q The Gemara discusses the prohibition against sacrificing an item 
that is prohibited to the Jewish people. The Sages taught in a baraita: 
It is derived from a passage in the Torah that discusses burnt offer- 
ings: “You shall bring your offering from the cattle, even from the 
herd or from the flock” (Leviticus 1:2), that certain animals are 
prohibited for sacrifice upon the altar (see Temura 28a). When it 
states later, in the next verse: “If his offering is a burnt offering of 
the herd” (Leviticus 1:3), this is difficult, as there is no need for the 
verse to state this, as it was already written earlier. Rather, this 
serves to exclude an animal with a wound that will cause it to 
die within twelve months [tereifa]"® from being brought as an 
offering. 


HALAKHA 


An omer meal offering from which the priest removed a handful 

not for its own sake — aw xo ANMPW wyg nna: An omer meal 

offering from which a priest removed a handful not for its own sake is 

valid, and its remainder is consumed, and it does not require another 
omer meal offering to render it permitted for consumption. The hala- 
khais in accordance with the opinion of Rava, as he is the latest of the 

amora’im involved in the dispute (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 14:3, and see Kesef Mishne there). 


Improper intent is effective [moelet] only by one who is fit for the 
Temple service - TTY mew aa xx ndyin navn prs: Improper 
intent disqualifies an offering ‘only if it was “expressed by one fit for 
he Temple service. Therefore, if someone unfit for performing the 
Temple service collected the blood of an offering, conveyed it to 
he altar, or presented it upon the altar, while expressing intent to 
sacrifice or consume the offering outside of its designated place or 
ime, the offering is not rendered piggul on account of his intention. 
The blood that he collected or presented must be poured into the 
Temple courtyard drain. If any of the blood that first squirted from 
e slaughtered animal remains, a priest fit for performing the Temple 
service should collect it and perform the sacrificial rites with proper 
intention (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 14:2). 


With regard to an item that is fit for the Temple service - 1374 
miah HNIT: Improper intent disqualifies an offering only when 
it was expressed with regard to an item that is fit for the Temple 
service. Accordingly, an omer meal offering from which a handful was 
removed not for its own sake is considered as though its handful were 
removed for its own sake, i.e. it is valid and its remainder is permitted 
for consumption. This is because the omer is brought from barley, 
and barley is not fit for use in other offerings. Similarly, improper 
intent in the case of a meal offering of jealousy with frankincense 
upon it does not disqualify the offering, as it is not fit for service until 
the frankincense is removed. The halakha is in accordance with the 
statement of Rava (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 
14:3, and see Ra’avad there). 


In a place that is fit for the Temple service - aay) MTT DIpAA: 
Improper intent disqualifies an offering only if it was expressed in 
a place that is fit for the Temple service. Therefore, if while the altar 
was damaged one intended to sacrifice an offering outside of its 
designated place or time, the offering is not disqualified, as the dam- 
aged altar is unfit for the Temple service. Similarly, if one removed a 
handful from a meal offering outside of the Temple courtyard with 
the intention to sacrifice it outside of its designated place or time, his 
intention has no effect (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMuk- 
dashin 14:4). 


To exclude a tereifa - 79I NY syin: It is prohibited to sacrifice 
upon the altar an animal with a wound that will cause it to die within 
twelve months (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 2:10). 
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LANGUAGE 
Effective [moelet] - nbyin: Generally, this word 
refers to that which effects a positive result, and 
this root is used in such a manner throughout 
the Bible. In rabbinic literature it can refer to any 
act that effects halakhic consequences, even 
negative ones. 


NOTES 


That improper intent is effective only, 
etc. -31 Kby nbyin nawa pw: In other 
words, improper intentions, e.g., the intention 
to sacrifice or consume an offering outside of 
its designated time, have halakhic significance 
with regard to an offering only when the offer- 
ing itself was sacrificed in its proper manner 
and would otherwise have been fit. If the offer- 
ing would have been disqualified regardless 
of the improper intention, e.g. if its rites were 
performed by one unfit for Temple service or if 
the altar was damaged at the time of its sacrifice, 
then the improper intention has no halakhic 
significance. Although the offering is disquali- 
fied either way, the fact that such improper 
intentions do not disqualify it in such a case is 
significant as it means that this offering will not 
be considered an offering that was sacrificed 
with the intent to consume it after its desig- 
nated time [piggul], and therefore one who 
consumes it will not be punished with karet. 


By one who is fit for the Temple service - 24 
miayd »xw: According to Rashi on Zevahim 
32a, this is derived from a verse discussing pig- 
gul: “Neither shall it be attributed to him that 
sacrifices it” (Leviticus 7:18). This indicates that 
only one who is fit to sacrifice the offering can 
render it unfit through improper intentions. 
Accordingly, the improper intentions of those 
listed in the mishna on 6a do not disqualify an 
offering. 


BACKGROUND 

Tereifa — 75%: Generally speaking, a tereifa is 
an animal suffering from a condition that will 
cause it to die within twelve months. It is pro- 
hibited by Torah law to eat an animal that has 
been injured in this manner or stricken with a 
disease of this nature, although the source for 
this prohibition is a matter of dispute. Some 
authorities cite the verse: “You shall not eat any 
flesh that is torn of beasts in the field” (Exodus 
22:30), while others suggest: “You shall not eat 
of anything that died of itself” (Deuteronomy 
14:21). According some commentaries, both 
verses together serve as the source for the pro- 
hibition (Minhat Hinnukh). 
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Ordinary person [hedyot] 
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LANGUAGE 
— virt: From the Greek 


iStwtN¢, idiotés, which refers to a common person 
who holds no position of authority. In the Gemara, 
it is used in several ways. It can mean an ordinary 
priest, as opposed to the High Priest, or a com- 
moner, as opposed to a king, or it can refer to private 
property, as opposed to consecrated property. 
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The baraita questions the need for this derivation: But could this not 

be derived through an a fortiori inference? And if a blemished animal, 
which is permitted to an ordinary person [lehedyot]! for consump- 
tion, is nevertheless prohibited as an offering for the Most High (see 

Leviticus 22:19), then certainly with regard to a tereifa, which is for- 
bidden to an ordinary person for consumption (see Exodus 22:30), 
is it not logical that it is prohibited for the Most High? The baraita 

responds: Fat [helev] and blood prove that this a fortiori inference is 

not valid, as they are forbidden to an ordinary person and yet they 
are permitted for the Most High. 


The baraita rejects this suggestion: What is notable about fat and 
blood? They are notable in that they come from an item that is gener- 
ally permitted, i.e., the animal from which they come is itself permit- 
ted for consumption. Will you say the same with regard to a tereifa, 
which is entirely forbidden for eating, and therefore should not be 
permitted for the Most High? 


The baraita responds: The pinching of bird offerings will prove that 
one cannot derive by means of an a fortiori inference that a tereifa is 
disqualified. As a bird killed by the pinching of its nape is also entirely 
forbidden, and yet although it is forbidden for consumption to an 
ordinary person, as it is rendered a carcass, it is nevertheless permit- 
ted for the Most High, as bird offerings are killed by the pinching of 
their napes. The verse is therefore necessary to disqualify a tereifa. 


The baraita rejects this suggestion as well: What is notable about 

pinching? It is notable in that its sanctity prohibits it, i.e., only at the 

time when it becomes sanctified for the altar does it become prohib- 
ited for consumption to an ordinary person, which is at the time of 
its pinching. But before this time it is not yet prohibited to an ordi- 
nary person for consumption. This is not the case with regard to a 

tereifa, as its sanctity does not prohibit it for consumption, since it 
is always prohibited to eat it. Accordingly, by logical inference alone 

one can arrive at the conclusion that a tereifa should not be permitted 

for the Most High. 


The baraita concludes with a statement that will soon be explained: 
And if you have responded, i.e., if you succeeded in rejecting the a 
fortiori inference, then when the verse states later: “Of the herd” 
(Leviticus 1:3), as there is no need for the verse to state this phrase, it 
serves to exclude a tereifa. 


The Gemara asks: What response is alluded to by the statement: If you 
have responded? The conclusion of the baraita had indicated that the 
a fortiori inference must be accepted. The Gemara cites several sugges- 
tions, for which it provides the following mnemonic: Rekiah, Mar, 
Adda, Leshisheih. These terms allude to the names of some of the 
Sages mentioned in the following discussion: Rav; Rabbi Akiva; Rav 
Aha; Mar, son of Ravina; Rav Adda; and Rav Sheisha, son of Rav Idi. 


Rav said that this is the response: The halakha that a tereifa is unfit for 
sacrifice must be derived from a verse because it may be said that the 
omer meal offering proves that the halakha concerning a tereifa can- 
not be derived by the a fortiori inference, as the omer is prohibited for 
consumption to an ordinary person, since it comes from the new crop, 
and yet it is permitted as an offering for the Most High. The Gemara 
rejects this suggestion: What is notable about the omer meal offering? 
It is notable in that the omer renders the new crop permitted" for 
consumption, whereas a tereifa does not render anything permitted. 


In that it renders the new crop permitted - wn muna jaw: The 
mitzva of the omer meal offering has a special ‘feature in that it 
renders the new crop permitted for consumption. Accordingly, an 
item normally prohibited for eating, i.e., the new crop, is permit- 
ted for use as the omer meal offering. By contrast, a tereifa does 


NOTES 


Others reject this explanation, suggesting instead that the omer 
meal offering is not considered a typical offering because it serves 
neither to appease nor to atone, but to render the new crop permit- 
ted for consumption. Accordingly, one cannot derive the halakha of 
a tereifa offering from the omer (Sefat Emet). 


not render anything permitted (Shita Mekubbetzet, citing Rashi). 
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The Gemara responds: Although the omer meal offering generally ren- 
ders the new crop permitted, the omer brought during a Sabbatical 
Year” does not render the crop permitted, as it is prohibited to plant 
during the Sabbatical Year, and consequently there is no new crop for 
the omer offering to permit. The Gemara counters this suggestion: The 
omer meal offering brought during a Sabbatical Year also renders some- 
thing permitted, as it permits produce that grew without being pur- 
posely planted [sefihin] during the Sabbatical Year." The Gemara 
responds: Nevertheless, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Akiva, who says that sefihin are prohibited during the Sabbatical Year, 
the omer meal offering brought during a Sabbatical Year does not render 
the new crop permitted for consumption, and yet it is permitted for the 
Most High. A verse is therefore necessary to derive that a tereifa may not 
be sacrificed. 


Rav Aha bar Abba said to Rav Ashi: According to the opinion of 
Rabbi Akiva as well, let us refute the statement of Rav, as what is 
notable about the omer meal offering? It is notable in that the omer 
permits the new crop for consumption outside of Eretz Yisrael," where 
the prohibitions of the Sabbatical Year do not apply. 


And even according to the one who says that the consumption of 
produce from the new crop grown outside of Eretz Yisrael is not pro- 
hibited by Torah law, Rav’s statement can be refuted in another manner: 
What is notable about the omer meal offering? It is notable in that the 
omer comes to permit a prohibition that applies to a substance that 
was previously within it, i.e., the burning upon the altar of a handful 
from the omer meal offering renders the remainder of the meal offering 
permitted to the priests, whereas a tereifa is entirely forbidden. 


Rav Aha of Difti said to Ravina: This is not a refutation, as, if that is 
so, then with regard to a tereifa as well, you should sacrifice it and you 
will thereby permit a prohibition that applies to a substance that was 
previously within it, and its meat will become permitted to the priests 
for consumption. Therefore, a verse is needed to exclude a tereifa. 
Rather, one can refute the statement of Rav like this: What is notable 
about the omer meal offering? It is notable in that its mitzva is in this 
manner, i.e., the Torah requires the omer meal offering to be brought 
from the new crop in order to permit the new crop for consumption. By 
contrast, there is no mitzva to sacrifice specifically a tereifa. 


Reish Lakish said that this is the response alluded to at the end of the 
baraita: The halakha that a tereifa is unfit for sacrifice must be derived 
from a verse because it can be said that the one who prepares the 
incense proves that the halakha concerning a tereifa may not be derived 
by the a fortiori inference, as this is prohibited to an ordinary person, 
and is nevertheless permitted for the Most High. The Gemara ques- 
tions the terminology of Reish Lakish: But the one who prepares the 
incense is a person. How can it be said that a person is prohibited to an 
ordinary person? 


Rather, Reish Lakish meant that the preparation of the incense proves 
it, as it is prohibited to prepare the incense mixture for use by an 
ordinary person (see Exodus 30:37), and yet it is permitted to do so 
for the Most High. The Gemara refutes this claim: What is notable 
about preparation of the incense? It is notable in that its mitzva is in 
this manner. By contrast, there is no mitzva to sacrifice specifically a 
tereifa. 


Mar, son of Ravina, said that this is the response of the baraita: The 
halakha that a tereifa is unfit for sacrifice must be derived from a verse 
because it can be said that Shabbat proves that the halakha concerning 
a tereifa cannot be derived by the a fortiori inference, as it is prohibited 
for an ordinary person to perform labor on Shabbat, and yet the labor 
involved in the Temple service is permitted on Shabbat for the Most 
High. Without the verse, one might similarly conclude that a tereifa is 
permitted for the Most High despite the fact that it is prohibited for 
consumption. 


olisher 


BACKGROUND 


Sabbatical Year — my*aw: The Sabbatical 
Year is the last year of the seven-year Sab- 
batical cycle. The first such cycle began after 
the conquest of Eretz Yisrael by Joshua. The 
halakhot of the Sabbatical Year are based 
on Torah law (see Leviticus 25:1-7), but 
most authorities maintain that the condi- 
tions enabling performance of the mitzva 
by Torah law do not currently exist. Conse- 
quently, present-day observance is based on 
rabbinic ordinance. The Hebrew term for the 
Sabbatical Year, shemitta, means abandon- 
ment or release, as during the Sabbatical 
Year all agricultural land must lie fallow. It is 
prohibited to work the land, except for doing 
that which is necessary to keep existing crops 
alive. All produce that does grow is ownerless 
and must be left unguarded in the fields so 
that any creature, including wild animals and 
birds, can have ready access to it. As long 
as produce can still be found in the fields it 
may be eaten, although it may not be bought 
and sold in the normal manner, nor used for 
purposes other than food. After the last rem- 
nants of a crop have been removed from the 
field, whatever remains of that crop in the 
house must be eradicated. 


HALAKHA 


Sefihin during the Sabbatical Year - prva 
Myrawa: Produce that grows during the Sab- 
batical Year without being purposely planted 
is called sefihin. By Torah law it is permitted 
to eat such produce, but the Sages prohib- 
ited its consumption (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, 
Hilkhot Shemitta VeYovel 4:2). 


The new crop outside of Eretz Yisrael - wn 
Yx? nyama: In accordance with the mishna 
in tractate Orla (3:9), most early commentar- 
ies maintain that the new crop is forbidden 
by Torah law both inside and outside of Eretz 
Yisrael. There is much discussion among the 
later commentaries with regard to possible 
justifications for the fact that Jews residing 
outside of Eretz Yisrael are lenient in this 
matter (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot 
Ma‘akhalot Assurot 10:2; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 489710, and see Mishna Berura there; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 293:1). 
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The Gemara rejects this: What is notable about Shabbat? It is nota- 
ble in that the general prohibition against labor on Shabbat was 
permitted with regard to an ordinary person in the case of circum- 
cision, as the mitzva of circumcision must be performed in its proper 
time, even on Shabbat, despite the fact that the act of circumcision 
is generally prohibited on Shabbat. 


The Gemara asks: Is that to say that circumcision is considered a 
requirement of an ordinary person, whose performance was 
exempted from the general prohibition against labor on Shabbat for 
one’s private needs? Circumcision is a mitzva. Rather, the state- 
ment of Mar, son of Ravina, can be refuted like this: What is notable 
about Shabbat? It is notable in that its mitzva is in this manner, i.e., 
the Torah requires that offerings be brought on Shabbat. By contrast, 
there is no mitzva to sacrifice specifically a tereifa. 


Rav Adda bar Abba said that this is the response mentioned in the 
baraita: The halakha that a tereifa is unfit for sacrifice must be derived 
from a verse because it can be said that the prohibition against 
diverse kinds proves that the halakha of a tereifa cannot be derived 
from the a fortiori inference, as it is prohibited for an ordinary 
person to wear garments sewn from a mixture of diverse kinds (Deu- 
teronomy 22:11), and yet such garments are permitted for the Most 
High, as the belt of the priestly vestments was fashioned from a 
mixture of diverse kinds. 


The Gemara rejects this: What is notable about the prohibition 
against diverse kinds? It is notable in that the general prohibition 
against wearing a garment sewn from diverse kinds was permitted 
in the case of an ordinary person with regard to ritual fringes, as 
a string of sky-blue wool must be placed on a four-cornered garment 
even if that garment is made from linen. The Gemara asks: Is that to 
say that ritual fringes are considered a requirement of an ordinary 
person, whose performance was exempted from the general prohibi- 
tion concerning diverse kinds with regard to one’s private needs? 
Placing ritual fringes on a garment is a mitzva. Rather, the claim of 
Rav Adda bar Abba can be refuted like this: 


What is notable about diverse kinds? It is notable in that its mitzva 
is in this manner, since the belt of the priestly vestments must be 
sewn from diverse kinds. By contrast, there is no mitzva to sacrifice 
specifically a tereifa. 


Rav Sheisha, son of Rav Idi, said: The halakha that a tereifa is unfit 
for sacrifice must be derived from the verse, because it can be said: 
Let this claim be derived by analogy from the common element of 
two sources, as follows: With regard to the question of the baraita: 
What is notable about pinching? It is notable in that its sanctity 
prohibits it, one can respond: Fat and blood prove that this consid- 
eration is not enough to reject the a fortiori inference, as these are 

prohibited before they are sanctified and are nevertheless permitted 

for the Most High. 


Similarly, with regard to the question: What is notable about fat and 
blood? They are notable in that they come from an item that is 
generally permitted, i.e., the animal from which they come is itself 
permitted for consumption, one can reply: Pinching proves that this 
consideration is insufficient for a rejection of the a fortiori inference, 
as a bird that was killed by pinching is entirely prohibited for eating, 
and yet a pinched bird is permitted to the altar. 
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Rav Sheisha concludes: And accordingly, the inference has rev- 
erted to its starting point. The aspect of this case is not like the 
aspect of that case and the aspect of that case is not like the aspect 
ofthis case; their common element is that they are prohibited for 
consumption to an ordinary person and are nevertheless permit- 
ted for the Most High. Therefore, I will also bring the case of a 
tereifa and say: Even though is it prohibited for consumption to 
an ordinary person, it should be permitted for the Most High. It 
is therefore necessary to derive from a verse that a tereifa is unfit for 
sacrifice. The Gemara rejects this: What is notable about their 
common element? It is notable in that with regard to fat and 
blood, and pinching, in both cases its mitzva is performed in this 
manner. 


Rather, Rav Ashi said: It is necessary to derive the halakha of a 
tereifa from a verse because one can say that the refutation of the 
a fortiori inference is present from the outset. Rav Ashi elaborates: 
From where do you wish to derive the halakha that a tereifa is unfit 
for sacrifice? You wish to derive it from an a fortiori inference from 
the case of a blemished animal, as a blemished animal is permitted 
for consumption and prohibited for sacrifice. This is problematic. 


Rav Ashi explains: What is notable about a blemished animal? It is 
notable in that with regard to blemishes the Torah rendered those 
who sacrifice like that which is sacrificed, i.e., a blemished priest 
may not sacrifice an offering just as a blemished animal is unfit for 
sacrifice (see Leviticus, chapter 22). This cannot be said with regard 
to a tereifa, as a priest with a wound that will cause him to die within 
twelve months may perform the Temple service. It is therefore 
necessary to derive from the verse the fact that a tereifa is unfit for 
sacrifice. 


Rav Aha Sava said to Rav Ashi: But an animal born by caesarean 
section proves that this a fortiori inference cannot be rejected based 
on that consideration, as with regard to it the Torah did not render 
those who sacrifice like that which is sacrificed, since an animal 
born by caesarean section is unfit for sacrifice whereas a priest born 
in such a manner may perform the Temple service. And yet an 
animal born by caesarean section is permitted for consumption to 
an ordinary person and prohibited for the Most High. If so, one 
cannot reject the a fortiori inference because with regard to blem- 
ishes the Torah rendered those who sacrifice like that which is sac- 
rificed. Why then is a verse necessary in order to derive that a tereifa 
is unfit? 


Rav Ashi responds: What is notable about an animal born by cae- 
sarean section? It is notable in that such an animal is not sanctified 

with firstborn status, whereas a firstborn animal that was born as a 

tereifa is sanctified. Accordingly, without the verse one might have 

concluded that a tereifa may be sacrificed. 


Rav Aha Sava answers: A blemished animal proves that this is not 
the decisive consideration, as it does become sanctified with the 
sanctity of a firstborn, and it too is permitted for consumption and 
prohibited for the Most High. And if you say: What is notable about 
a blemished animal? It is notable in that with regard to it the Torah 
rendered those who sacrifice like that which is sacrificed, one can 
respond: An animal born by caesarean section proves that this 
consideration is not decisive, as a priest born by caesarean section 
may perform the Temple service. 


Rav Aha Sava concludes: And therefore, the inference has reverted 
to its starting point. The aspect of this case is not like the aspect 
of that case and the aspect of that case is not like the aspect of 
this case; their common element is that they are permitted for 
consumption to an ordinary person and prohibited for the Most 
High. And all the more so a tereifa, which is prohibited to an 
ordinary person, should be prohibited for the Most High. If so, 
the derivation from a verse is unnecessary. 
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Rav Ashi refutes the proof of Rav Aha Sava: What is notable about 
their common element? It is notable in that their general prohibi- 
tion was not permitted, since blemished animals and those born by 
caesarean section are never permitted for sacrifice. Will you say that 
the same applies to a tereifa, whose general prohibition was permit- 
ted, as will be explained? Accordingly, it is necessary to derive from 
the verse that a tereifa is unfit for sacrifice. 


Rav Aha, son of Rava, said to Rav Ashi: This tereifa whose general 
prohibition was permitted, what is it, i.e., to what case is this refer- 
ring? If we say that it is referring to the pinching of a bird burnt 
offering" for the Most High, whereby the bird is initially rendered a 
tereifa at the start of the pinching process, and nevertheless it is sacri- 
ficed upon the altar, then the same may be said of a blemished animal 
as well. As with regard to birds it is permitted to sacrifice a blem- 
ished bird. This is in accordance with the halakha that the requirement 
that an offering must be unblemished and male applies to animal 
offerings, but there is no requirement that an offering must be 
unblemished and male in the case of bird offerings. 


Rather, this permitting the general prohibition found in the context 
of a tereifa is referring to the halakha that the pinching of a bird sin 

offering renders it permitted to the priests for consumption despite 

the fact that it was not slaughtered by cutting its neck with a knife. This 

claim can be refuted as well, as the priests receive their portion from 

the table of the Most High, i.e., they may partake of the sin offering 
only because it was permitted for sacrifice upon the altar. Accordingly, 
there is no difference between a tereifa due to pinching and a blem- 
ished bird, as both were released from their general prohibition in this 

regard, since both are permitted for sacrifice upon the altar and both 
are therefore permitted for consumption by the priests. Consequently, 
the a fortiori inference remains valid, and the verse is unnecessary. 


Rather, refute the a fortiori inference like this: What is notable about 
their common element? It is notable in that with regard to both a 
blemished animal and one born by caesarean section their blemish 
is noticeable, as a blemished animal is visibly blemished and it is well 
known when an animal is born by caesarean section. Will you say that 
they can serve as the source of the halakha ofa tereifa, whose blemish 
is not necessarily noticeable? Due to that reason, the verse: “Of the 
herd” (Leviticus 1:3), was necessary, to teach that a tereifa is unfit for 
sacrifice. 


Q After trying to prove why a derivation from a verse is necessary, the 
Gemara questions the very source provided by the baraita on sb for 
the disqualification ofa tereifa, i.e., the verse: “Of the herd” (Leviticus 
1:3). Butis the halakha that a tereifais unfit for sacrifice derived from 
here? It is derived from there, i.e., from the verse: “From the well- 
watered pastures of Israel” (Ezekiel 45:15), from which it is derived 
that an offering may be brought only from that which is permitted 
to the Jewish people. 


Alternatively, this halakha can be derived from a verse discussing 
animal tithe offerings: “Whatever passes under the rod, the tenth 
shall be holy for the Lord” (Leviticus 27:32). This teaches that all 
animals may be sacrificed as the animal tithe, excluding a tereifa, as 
it does not pass under the rod on account of its weakness, and the 
Sages derived from this the halakha that a tereifa is unfit for any type 
of offering. 


NOTES 


Pinching of a bird burnt offering - jiya mbiyt np: Toensurethat case of a burnt offering, severing a majority of the flesh surrounding 


the act of pinching, i.e., the severing of the bird's gullet and windpipe 
[simanim], occurs while the bird is still alive, the priest first cuts its 
spinal cord and neck bone, leaving most of the flesh of its neck intact. 
At this point, the bird becomes a tereifa, as the priest has inflicted a 
mortal wound upon it. The priest then severs one of the simanim of 
the bird in the case of a sin offering, or both of the simanim in the 
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its neck as well (see Hullin 21a). Only a bird offering, which is killed by 
means of pinching the back of its neck, is rendered a tereifa prior to 
its death. By contrast, a bird killed through ritual slaughter, which is 
performed on the front side of the neck, is not rendered a tereifa, as 
the simanim are severed already at the initial stage of slaughter (see 
Rashi on Hullin 20b). 
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The Gemara responds: All of these verses are necessary, because 
if the disqualification of a tereifa was derived from the verse “the 
well-watered pastures of Israel,” I would say that this verse serves 
to exclude a tereifa only in a case where it did not have a period 
of fitness, e.g, if it was born a tereifa and was therefore never fit 
for sacrifice. This is similar to the case of the fruit of a tree during 
the first three years after its planting [orla] and diverse kinds 
planted in a vineyard,® whose disqualification is derived from this 
verse. But with regard to a tereifa that had a period of fitness, one 
might say that it should be fit. Therefore, the Merciful One 
writes: “Whatever passes under the rod,” to teach that all animals 
that do not pass under the rod are unfit for sacrifice, even if they 
were once fit. 


The Gemara continues: And if the Merciful One had written 
only: “Whatever passes under the rod,” I would say that this verse 
serves to exclude a tereifa only where it was rendered a tereifa 
and its owner subsequently sanctified it. This is similar to the 
case of animal tithes, as this verse is teaching that a tereifa cannot 
be subsequently sanctified as a tithe. But if the owner sanctified 
it and it was subsequently rendered a tereifa, which means that 
at the time when it was sanctified it was fit, one might say that 
it should be fit. Therefore, the Merciful One wrote: “Of the 
herd,” to teach that even an animal that became a tereifa after it 
was already sanctified is unfit for sacrifice. Accordingly, all three 
verses are necessary. 


MI S HNA Both the meal offering of a sinner and 


all other meal offerings with regard to 
which the one who removed their handful" was a non-priest," 
or a priest who was an acute mourner,' i.e., whose relative died 
and was not yet buried, or a priest who was ritually impure who 
immersed that day" and was waiting for nightfall for the purifica- 
tion process to be completed, or a priest lacking the requisite 
priestly vestments," or a priest who had not yet brought an 
atonement offering" to complete the purification process, or a 
priest who did not wash his hands and feet" from the water in 
the Basin prior to performing the Temple service, or an uncir- 
cumcised" priest, or a ritually impure" priest, or a priest who 
removed the handful while sitting, or while standing not on the 
floor of the Temple but upon vessels," or upon an animal, or 
upon the feet of another person; in all these cases the meal 
offerings are unfit for sacrifice. 


If the priest removed the handful with his left hand" the meal 
offering is unfit. Ben Beteira says: He must return the handful 


to the vessel that contains the meal offering and again remove 
the handful, this time with his right hand. 


BACKGROUND 


Orla - any: It is prohibited to eat or derive benefit from the fruit 
that grows on a tree during the first three years after the tree was 
planted (see Leviticus 19:23). This prohibition applies only to the fruit, 
not to the other parts of the tree. In addition, the prohibition does 
not apply to trees planted as a fence for property or as a wind buffer 
rather than for their fruit. 


Upon vessels, etc. - 1310" 3a by: Just as a service vessel sancti- 
fies items placed inside it, so too, the floor of the Temple sancti- 
fies the service of a priest performing the Temple service upon it. 
Accordingly, just as a service vessel sanctifies only when there is no 
interposition between it and the item placed inside it, so too, the 


NOTES 


Diverse kinds planted in a vineyard - D133 ha: Itis prohibited to 
plant or maintain other crops ina vineyard i in addition to the grapes 
(see Deuteronomy 22:9). In contrast to the prohibition against a 
mixture of diverse kinds, the prohibited crop grown in a vineyard 


may not be eaten or used. It renders the entire vineyard prohibited, 


and all the produce must be burned. 


Temple floor sanctifies the service of a priest only when there is no 
interposition between it and the priest's feet. Therefore, the services 
performed by a priest standing upon vessels, animals, or the feet of 
others are disqualified (see Zevahim 24a). 


HALAKHA 


With regard to which the one who removed their 
handful, etc. — 131 ;¥7aW: With regard to any meal 
offering, if the one who removed its handful was 
unfit to perform the Temple service, the offering is 
disqualified (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 11:1). 


Non-priest — Yt: A non-priest is defined as anyone 
who is not a male descendant of Aaron. Temple 
service performed by such a person is not valid 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 9:1). 


Acute mourner — pix: Temple service performed 
by an acute mourner is not valid (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 2:6-7). 


One who immersed that day - Di’ Tay: With 
regard to a ritually impure priest who immersed 
himself and performed the Temple service before 
sunset of the same day, his service is not valid 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 4:4). 


A priest lacking the requisite priestly vestments — 
Da mn: Temple services performed by a High 

Priest while he is not wearing his eight priestly 

vestments, or by an ordinary priest without his 

four priestly vestments are not valid because they 

lack the requisite priestly vestments (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 10:4). 


One who had not yet brought an atonement 
offering — WNI wm: The services performed 
by one who lacks atonement, i.e., one who has not 
yet brought an atonement offering to complete his 
purification process, are not valid (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 4:5). 


One who did not wash his hands and feet - sow 
vom YT yn: The services performed by a priest 
who ‘did not wash his hands and feet are not valid 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 5:1). 


Uncircumcised — bw: The services of an uncircum- 
cised male are not valid, even if he is a descendant 
of Aaron (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMik- 
dash 6:8). 


Ritually impure — Xay: The service of a ritually 
impure priest is not valid (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 4:1). 


Sitting or standing upon vessels, etc. - avi» 
a>) os 903 by “aiy: Temple service performed 
by a priest while he was sitting is not valid. A 
priest must stand on the floor of the Temple while 
performing the service. If something interposes 
between his feet and the Temple floor, e.g., if he 
performs the service while standing upon a vessel, 
upon an animal, or upon the feet of another, his 
service is not valid (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Biat HaMikdash 5:17). 


Removed the handful with his left hand - yap 
Sxnwa: If a priest removed a handful from a 
meal offering with his left hand, it is not valid, as 
all sacrificial rites must be performed with the 
right hand (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat 
HaMikdash 5:18). 
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LANGUAGE 


Pinch [koret] — wyp: This refers to a small item or a frac- 
tion. The word is of unknown origin, although it is close 
to the Greek xepátıov, keration, a unit of measurement 
or a small horn. The word carat comes from the same 
Greek source, although the Greek word itself might have 
a Semitic origin. Some sources assert that the word koret is 
a slight variation of the Hebrew term keretz, which means 
a slice or a small piece. 


Overflowing [mevoratz] - yya: The root of this term, 
beit, reish, tzadi, denotes an item that has exceeded its 
boundaries. This root has the same meaning in ancient 
Syriac and it has the same meaning as the Greek word 
Bpacw, brazo, which means to boil, froth up, or ferment. 


BACKGROUND 


Frankincense — miD: Frankincense, included by the 
Torah among the ingredients that collectively form the 
incense, is commonly identified as a sap secreted from 
trees of the genus Boswellia. Some maintain that it is spe- 
cifically the sap of the species Boswellia sacra, found in the 
southern Arabian Peninsula, while others suggest that it is 
the sap of the species Boswellia frereana, found in eastern 
Africa. A verse in Isaiah (60:6) states that frankincense 
comes from the kingdom of Sheba. 

When one cuts the bark of these trees, a sap is secreted 
that eventually hardens and turns into beads of frankin- 
cense. In ancient times it was used in incense and as an 
ingredient in various medicines. Frankincense was burned 
as a part of a mixture and also by itself. There are various 
grades of quality of frankincense, ranked according to the 
various types and conditions of the trees that secrete the 
sap. Frankincense of the highest quality is referred to as 
pure frankincense. 


Frankincense tree 
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Ifa priest removed the handful of flour, and a stone, a grain of salt, 
ora pinch [koret]' of frankincense? emerged in his hand, the meal 
offering is unfit due to the fact that the Sages said: The handful 
that is outsized or that is lacking" is unfit. The existence of one of 
these foreign items in the handful means that the requisite measure 
of flour is lacking. And which is the outsized handful? It is one 
where he removed the handful overflowing [mevoratz]' in a man- 
ner in which his fingers do not hold the flour. And which is the 
lacking handful? It is one where he removed the handful with the 


tips of his fingers. 

GEMA The Gemara asks: Why do I need the 
mishna to teach: Both the meal offering 

ofa sinner and all other meal offerings? Let it teach: All the meal 

offerings with regard to which the one who removed their handful 

was a non-priest or an acute mourner. Why does the mishna single 

out the case of the meal offering of a sinner? 


The Gemara responds: It was necessary for the mishna to teach this 
halakha in this manner in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon. As it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon says: By 
right the meal offering of a sinner should require oil and frank- 
incense like other meal offerings, so that the sinner will not profit. 
And for what reason does it not require oil and frankincense? So 
that his offering will not be of superior quality. And likewise, by 
right the sin offering of forbidden fat, i.e., the offering brought by 
one who unwittingly ate the forbidden fat ofa domesticated animal, 
should require libations 


The handful that is outsized or that is lacking - am ynipi 
‘yen: How was a handful properly removed from a meal offer- 
ing? ‘The priest would extend his fingers over the palm of his 
hand and would thereby remove a handful. If he removed it 
with only his fingertips, or if he removed it from the sides of 
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HALAKHA 
the vessel, he should not burn that handful upon the altar, but 
if he did, it effects acceptance. If he took more than a handful, 
e.g. if his fingers were spread apart while removing the handful, 
the handful is disqualified (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 11:3 and Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 13:13). 


so that the sinner will not profit. And for what reason does his 
offering not require libations? So that his offering will not be of 
superior quality. Accordingly, it might enter your mind to say that 
since Rabbi Shimon says: In order that his offering will not be of 
superior quality, when the handful is removed by one of those 
unfit for performing the Temple service, the offering should also 
be valid, as it too is of inferior quality. Therefore, the mishna teaches 
us the halakha in a manner that emphasizes that even according to 
the opinion of Rabbi Shimon the meal offering of a sinner is dis- 
qualified when the handful is removed by one who is unfit. 
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The Gemara asks: If so, then there as well, i.e., with regard to 
slaughtered offerings, let the mishna (Zevahim 1sb) teach: Both 
the sin offering of forbidden fat and all the slaughtered offer- 
ings with regard to which the one who collected their blood 
was a non-priest or a priest who is an acute mourner, are dis- 
qualified. And let us say that it was necessary to teach the 
mishna in this manner in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon, to emphasize that although the sin offering is not of 
superior quality, in that it does not require that libations be 
brought with it, nevertheless it is disqualified if its blood was 
collected by one unfit for Temple service. Why then does that 
mishna teach simply: All the slaughtered offerings with regard 
to which the one who collected their blood was a non-priest are 
disqualified? 


The Gemara concludes its question: Apparently, since the 
tanna teaches that mishna with the term: All, and he does not 
teach: Except, all offerings are indicated by the general disquali- 
fication, and there is no need to emphasize the halakha with 
regard to a sin offering, even in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Shimon. Here too, with regard to meal offerings, since 
the tanna teaches the mishna with the term: All, and he does 
not teach: Except, this means that all of them are indicated, 
even the meal offering of a sinner. Why then does the mishna 
specifically mention the meal offering of a sinner? 


The Gemara explains: It was necessary to teach the mishna in 
this manner as it might enter your mind to say: Since I have 
established that the first clause, i.e., the mishna on 2a, is not in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, with regard to 
the last clause as well, i.e., the mishna here, it may be concluded 
that it is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. 
Therefore, the mishna teaches us the halakha in this manner, to 
emphasize that it is in accordance with his opinion. 


§ Rav says: In the case ofa non-priest who removed a handful, 
he should return the handful to the meal offering. The Gemara 
challenges: But we learned in the mishna that a non-priest dis- 
qualified the meal offering by removing a handful from it. The 
Gemara responds: What does the mishna mean when it says: 
Disqualified? It means that the non-priest has disqualified 
the meal offering until such time as he returns the handful 
to the meal offering, whereupon a priest fit for the Temple ser- 
vice should again remove a handful from the meal offering and 
sacrifice it. 


The Gemara challenges: If so, then this is identical to the opinion 
of ben Beteira in the mishna, who says that if a priest removed 
a handful with his left hand it is returned to the meal offering 
whereupon the priest removes a handful from the offering with 
his right hand. What difference is there between the two opin- 
ions in the mishna? The Gemara explains: If the handful that 
was removed by one unfit for Temple service is in its unadulter- 
ated form, then the Rabbis do not disagree with the opinion 
of ben Beteira, and the handful is returned to the meal offering. 
They disagree when the handful is lacking. The Rabbis hold: 
One does not bring flour from within his house and refill the 
vessel containing the handful, whereas ben Beteira holds that 
one brings flour from within his house and refills it. 


The Gemara asks: If so, i.e., if the mishna is referring to a handful 
that is lacking, then the statement of the mishna: Ben Beteira 
says he must return the handful to the vessel with the meal 
offering and again remove a handful with his right hand, is 
imprecise, as the mishna should have taught: Ben Beteira says 
he must return the handful to the vessel with the meal offering 
and bring flour from within his house and refill the missing 
amount, and again remove a handful with his right hand. 
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HALAKHA 


The slaughter of a red heifer by a non-priest — 
xa mə nwnw: The red heifer may be slaughtered by 
a non-priest, as a non-priest is always fit to perform 
the rite of slaughter. This halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan cited in Yoma 42a 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:2, 
and see Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 4:3 and Kesef 
Mishne there). 


As the heifer is considered sanctified for the pur- 
pose of Temple maintenance — man p12 W177 
xt: The red heifer is considered sanctified for the 
purpose of Temple maintenance. Nevertheless, as it 
is called a sin offering by the Torah, those disqualifica- 
ions that render an animal unfit for sacrifice upon 
he altar disqualify a red heifer as well. Similarly, one 
who benefits from the red heifer before it has been 
reduced to ashes is liable for misuse of consecrated 
property, as one is liable for misuse of a sin offering 
rom the moment of its consecration (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 2:5 and Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para 
1:7 and Mahari Kurkus there). 
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The Gemara therefore suggests a different answer: When Rav said 
that the handful is returned to the meal offering, he said this only 
according to the opinion of ben Beteira. The Gemara asks: But isn’t 
it obvious that this is the opinion of ben Beteira? The Gemara 
responds: Rav’s statement is necessary lest you say that ben Beteira 
deems the meal offering fit only when the handful was removed 
with one’s left hand, but with regard to other disqualifications, he 
does not deem it fit. Therefore, Rav teaches us that with regard to 
all of the disqualifications cited in the mishna, ben Beteira holds 
that the handful is returned to the meal offering whereupon a new 
handful is removed from it and sacrificed upon the altar. 


The Gemara asks: What is different in the case of a handful removed 

with a priest’s left hand that one might have thought that ben 
Beteira’s opinion applies only in this case? Perhaps the reason is that 
we find that the Temple service performed with the priest’s left hand 

is fit on Yom Kippur, i.e., when the High Priest would enter the 

Holy of Holies holding the vessel containing the incense in his left 
hand. But with regard to a non-priest as well, we find that the 

Temple service is fit with regard to slaughter, as an offering may be 

slaughtered by a non-priest. Why then is it necessary for Rav to 

teach that the opinion of ben Beteira applies to the case of a non- 
priest as well? 


The Gemara responds: Slaughter is not considered a sacrificial rite, 
and it is for that reason that a non-priest may slaughter an offering. 
Accordingly, without the statement of Rav one would not have 
concluded that ben Beteira holds that a handful removed by a non- 
priest may be returned, as the Temple service is never fit when 
performed by a non-priest. 


The Gemara asks: And is slaughter really not considered a sacrificial 

rite? But doesn’t Rabbi Zeira say that Rav says: The slaughter of 
a red heifer by a non-priest" is not valid? And Rav said with regard 

to this halakha: This is because both the term: “Elazar the priest” 
(Numbers 19:3), and the term: “Statute” (Numbers 19:2), are writ- 
ten in the Torah’s description of the slaughter of the red heifer. The 

term “statute” indicates that if one deviates from any of the details 

of the service as delineated in the verses, the service is not valid. 
The Gemara answers: The halakhot of the red heifer are different, 
as the heifer is considered sanctified for the purpose of Temple 

maintenance," not for sacrifice upon the altar. Accordingly, one 

cannot derive from the case of the red heifer that the slaughter of 
an offering is considered a sacrificial rite. 


The Gemara asks: But is it not all the more so? If items sanctified 
for the purpose of Temple maintenance require that the perfor- 
mance of rites relevant to them be performed by a member of the 
priesthood, then with regard to items sanctified for sacrifice upon 
the altar, shouldn't they certainly require that their rites be per- 
formed by a member of the priesthood? Rav Sheisha, son of Rav 
Idi, said in response: The requirement that the red heifer be slaugh- 
tered by a priest is not proof that its slaughter is a sacrificial rite. 
Rather, that requirement is just as it is in the case of examination 
of the shades of leprous marks, which is obviously not considered 
a sacrificial rite, and yet the Torah requires that these marks be 
examined by a member of the priesthood. 


As the heifer is considered sanctified for the purpose of Temple 
maintenance — Xt man p12 wtp: Although the red heifer 
is called a sin offering by the Torah (see Numbers, chapter 19), 
and in many ways it resembles items sanctified for the altar (see 
Avoda Zara 23b), its preparation is nevertheless not considered like 


NOTES 


the sacrificial rites of an offering, because it is prepared outside 
the Temple and its purpose is to purify rather than to appease. 
Additionally, it is not sanctified as an item intended for the altar, 
concerning which the sanctity inheres in the item itself, but like 
an item intended for Temple maintenance. 
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The Gemara asks: Nevertheless, why was it necessary for Rav to teach 
that the removal of a handful by a non-priest does not disqualify the 
meal offering according to ben Beteira? Let us derive it from the fact 
that there was a period of fitness for rites performed by a non-priest, as 
before the construction of the Temple it was permitted for non-priests 
to sacrifice offerings upon a private altar." 


And if you would say that we do not derive halakhot of the rites per- 
formed in the Temple from those performed on a private altar, one can 
respond: But isn’t it taught in a baraita: From where is it derived with 
regard to an item, e.g, the limbs of an offering, that emerged from the 
Temple courtyard and was thereby rendered unfit for sacrifice upon 
the altar, that if it nevertheless ascended upon the altar it shall not 
descend?" It is derived from the fact that an item that emerged is valid 
for sacrifice on a private altar. This indicates that one can learn the 
halakhot of offerings in the Temple from the halakhot of a private altar. 


The Gemara rejects this: The tanna of that baraita relies on the verse: 

“This is the law of the burnt offering” (Leviticus 6:2), from which it is 
derived that any item that ascends upon the altar shall not descend from 
it, even if it was disqualified. In other words, the verse is the source for 
the halakha of the baraita, whereas the case of a private altar is cited 
merely as a support for this ruling. 


The Gemara asks: Rather, the reason it is known that ben Beteira 
permits the return to the meal offering of a handful removed by a non- 
priest is that Rav taught us so. Were it not for this, I would say that 
with regard to other disqualifications, i.e., other than a handful 
removed with the left hand, ben Beteira invalidates the meal offering. 
But isn’t it taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, 
and Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, both say: Ben Beteira would 
deem fit in the case of all the other disqualifications listed in the 
mishna? 


The Gemara continues: And it is taught in a baraita with regard to the 
verse: “And he shall bring it to Aaron’s sons the priests; and he shall 
remove from there his handful” (Leviticus 2:2), that this verse indi- 
cates that the removal of a handful from a meal offering may be per- 
formed from the place where the feet of the non-priest stand, i.e., 
anywhere within the Temple courtyard. 


The baraita continues: Ben Beteira says that the verse should be inter- 
preted as follows: From where is it derived that if one removed a 
handful with his left hand, that he must return the handful to the 
vessel with the meal offering and again remove the handful with his 
right hand? It is derived from that which the verse states: “And he shall 
remove from there,” indicating that the handful is removed from the 
place where he already removed it, i.e., the handful is returned to the 
meal offering and thereupon removed from the same meal offering with 
the right hand. This concludes the baraita. 


The Gemara explains the difficulty from the baraita: And since the 
verse is written in an unspecified manner, i.e., it does not mention 
which handfuls are returned, what difference is it to me if the handful 
was removed with the left hand, and what difference is it to me if it was 
removed by means of one of the other disqualifications? 


The Gemara therefore suggests an alternative explanation: Rather, this 
is what Rav teaches us: Ben Beteira holds that if one unfit for Temple 
service removed a handful it may be returned to the meal offering even 
if he sanctified" the handful by placing it in a service vessel. And the 
statement of Rav serves to exclude the opinion of these tanna’im: As 
it is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yosei ben Yosei ben Yasiyyan and 
Rabbi Yehuda the baker said: In what case is this statement of ben 
Beteira said, i.e., in which case does he rule that the handful may be 
returned to the meal offering? It is in a case where the unfit individual 
removed a handful and did not sanctify it by placing it inside a service 
vessel. But ifhe sanctified it then he has disqualified it, even according 
to ben Beteira, and it may not be returned to the meal offering. 


he publisher 


NOTES 


Private altar — maa: A private altar is any altar that 
is not in the Tabernacle or Temple. Although it is 
generally prohibited to sacrifice an offering outside 
the Temple, there were periods when this practice 
was permitted, namely, before the Tabernacle was 
erected in the wilderness, from the time of the 
entrance of the Jews into Eretz Yisrael until the 
erection of the Tabernacle in Shiloh, and from the 
time of the destruction of the Tabernacle in Shiloh 
until the completion of the Temple in Jerusalem. 


If one unfit for Temple service removed a handful 
it may be returned even if he sanctified — yap 
wtp or: According to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
(Tosefta 1:9), the reason for this is that a service vessel 
does not sanctify a handful that was not removed in 
its proper fashion (see Hasdei David). Alternatively, 
it does not sanctify a handful that was never actu- 
ally removed, i.e., the removal of a handful in this 
manner is considered an insignificant act (Hazon 
Yehezkel). 


HALAKHA 


An item that emerged from the Temple court- 
yard, that if it nevertheless ascended upon the 
altar it shall not descend - 1% x mw oxw xxiv: 
With regard to an offering that emerged from the 
Temple courtyard, if a portion of it that is otherwise 
fit for the altar ascended upon the altar, it shall 
not descend (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 3:7). 
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NOTES 

Until he performs the stage of its placement in a 
vessel — bp ma ay PAYT ty: As long as the handful 
has not been placed in the service vessel, it has not 
been designated as the portion belonging to the Most 
High (Rashi on Zevahim 83a). Accordingly, if the priest 
has not yet placed it inside a service vessel it may be 
returned to the meal offering. 


HALAKHA 


Until he performs the stage of its placement in a 


vessel — ba ma tiv) vay ty: A handful of a meal offer- 


ing that was sacrificed without having been placed 
inside a service vessel is disqualified. This halakha is 
in accordance with the mishna on 26a (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 11:6). 
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And there are those who say that Rav teaches the opposite, that if 
an unfit person merely removed a handful, yes, ben Beteira permits 
such a handful to be returned to the meal offering from which it was 
removed, but if he already sanctified the handful by placing it inside 
a service vessel, it may not be returned. In accordance with whose 
opinion is this explanation? It is in accordance with the opinion of 
these tanna’im, i.e., Rabbi Yosei ben Yosei ben Yasiyyan and Rabbi 
Yehuda the baker, and it is to exclude the opinion of the first tanna 
in that baraita, who disagrees with the ruling of Rabbi Yosei ben Yosei 
ben Yasiyyan and Rabbi Yehuda the baker and maintains that a handful 
may be returned even after it was sanctified by a service vessel. 


Rav Nahman objects to this: What do these tanna’im of the baraita 
hold? If they hold that the removal of a handful by one unfit for 
Temple service is considered the performance of a sacrificial rite 
to the extent that it disqualifies the offering, then the meal offering 
should be disqualified even though he did not perform the stage of 
the placement of the handful in a vessel. And if they hold that the 
removal of a handful by an unfit individual is not considered the 
performance of a rite, then when he performed the stage of its place- 
ment in a vessel, what significance was there to this action? He can 
still return the handful to the meal offering. 


Rav Nahman reconsidered and then said: Actually, those tanna’im 
hold that the removal of a handful by one unfit for Temple service is 
considered the performance of a sacrificial rite, but the rite of the 
handful is not complete until he performs the stage of its placement 
ina vessel.“ Consequently, the meal offering is disqualified only after 
a person unfit for Temple service places the handful inside a service 
vessel. 


The Gemara challenges: If so, i.e., if the placement of the handful 
inside a service vessel completes the rite that begins with the handful’s 
removal, then even if the handful was removed by an unfit individual 
who has not yet sanctified it in the service vessel designated for the 
handful, 


when he returns the handful to its former place in the service vessel 
that contains the meal offering it should become sanctified, as it is 
now placed inside a service vessel, and it should therefore become 
disqualified. It should not matter whether the handful was placed in 
the vessel designated for it, or back in the same vessel it was taken from. 


Concerning this challenge, Rabbi Yohanan said: That is to say that 
service vessels sanctify items placed in them only when they are 
placed there with specific intent" that they be sanctified by that vessel. 
Since the priest does not return the handful to the vessel containing 
the meal offering with such intent, the handful is not disqualified, 
because the rite was not completed. 


HALAKHA 


Service vessels sanctify only with specific intent - py mw bp them, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam 
nyt xbx pwp: Service vessels sanctify items placed inside Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:20). 
them only when they were placed there with the intent to sanctify 
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The Gemara asks: It may be inferred from this statement that if 
items are placed into service vessels with intent, the service vessels 
sanctify” them. But didn’t Reish Lakish raise a dilemma before 
Rabbi Yohanan: What is the halakha with regard to service ves- 
sels, i.e., do they sanctify disqualified items to the extent that they 
may be sacrificed upon the altar ab initio? And Rabbi Yohanan 
said to him that they do not sanctify the items. The Gemara 
responds: This is what Rabbi Yohanan said to him: They do not 
sanctify the disqualified items that are placed inside them to the 
extent that they may be sacrificed, but they do sanctify them to 
the extent that they are disqualified." 


Rav Amram says: Even if service vessels sanctify items without 
specific intent, it is possible to return the handful to the meal offer- 
ing without the vessel sanctifying the handful, such as in a case 
where he returned it to a heaped bowl [levisa], i.e., he placed the 
handful upon the heap of flour in such a manner that the handful 
did not enter the airspace of the vessel containing the meal offering. 
Consequently, the handful is not sanctified by the vessel. 


The Gemara asks: But if the meal offering was heaped, how was 
he initially able to remove a handful from it? The handful must 
initially be removed from within a vessel. Rather, it is possible 
to return the handful without sanctifying it in a case where he 
returned it to a full [tefufa] bowl, i.e., it was full to the brim but 
not heaped. When the priest initially removes a handful from such 
a vessel, he removes it from inside the vessel, but when it is returned, 
it does not enter the airspace of the vessel. 


The Gemara asks: But once he removed a handful, he formed a 
furrow in the surface of the meal offering, and therefore when he 
returns the handful to its previous place inside the vessel, he is in 
fact returning it to a spot within the vessel, i.e., the furrow. If so, 
the handful should be sanctified to the extent that the vessel dis- 
qualifies it. The Gemara responds: When he returns it to the vessel 
containing the meal offering, he does not place it directly in the 
furrow. Rather, he lays it on the wall of the vessel and moves the 
vessel, and the handful falls by itself into the furrow. In this manner, 
it is as though a monkey rather than a person returned the handful 
to the furrow, and the handful is therefore not sanctified. 


§ The Gemara returns to its discussion of the opinion of ben 
Beteira. Rabbi Yirmeya said to Rabbi Zeira: And let one interpret 
ben Beteira’s ruling as speaking of a case in which the handful is 
not sanctified by the vessel containing the meal offering, such as 
where he returned it to a vessel that is resting upon the ground. 
Rather, the fact that this was not suggested indicates that service 
vessels sanctify items placed inside them even while resting on the 
ground. Is it correct to conclude from here that one may remove 
a handful of a meal offering from a service vessel that is resting 
upon the ground? Rabbi Zeira said to him: You have touched 
upon a dilemma that was already raised before us, when Rabbi 
Avimi’ was learning tractate Menahot in the study hall of Rav 
Hisda. 


The Gemara interrupts this statement with a question: And did 
Rabbi Avimi really learn in the study hall of Rav Hisda? But didn’t 
Rav Hisda say: I absorbed many blows [kulfei]' from Avimi as a 
result of that halakha, i.e., Avimi would mock me when I ques- 
tioned his statements with regard to the sale of orphans’ property 
by the courts, which were contradictory to the ruling ofa particular 
baraita. Avimi explained to me that if the court comes to announce 
such a sale on consecutive days, then it is announced for thirty 
days, in accordance with that baraita. But if it will be announced 
only on Monday, Thursday, and Monday, then it is announced 
over the course of sixty days. If so, Rav Hisda was in fact the pupil 
while Rabbi Avimi was his teacher. 


NOTES 

Items are placed into service vessels with intent 
they sanctify, etc. — ^3) pwpa nym xy: This is 
not an incidental discussion, but relates to the 
main issue at hand. If, as Rabbi Yohanan apparently 
proceeds to claim, service vessels do not sanctify 
disqualified items at all, then this handful removed 
by a non-priest should likewise not be sanctified 
and he should be able to return the handful to the 
original vessel and the meal offering should not be 
disqualified (Shita Mekubbetzet). 


HALAKHA 


They sanctify to the extent that they are disquali- 
fied — dpa pwp: If an item that is fit to be placed 
inside a service vessel was placed inside one, even 
if the item was disqualified, it is sanctified to the 
extent that it may not be redeemed. But with regard 
to blood that was collected in a vessel, it is sanctified 
even to the extent that it may be sacrificed upon the 
altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMuk- 
dashin 3:18, and see Mahari Kurkus, Kesef Mishne, and 
Lehem Mishne there; see also 3:19-21). 


LANGUAGE 


Bowl [bisa] — xpa: From the Greek Brooa, besa, 
which refers to a large cup. 


Blows [kulfei] - p: Apparently related to the Per- 
sian kūpāl, club. The geonim describe it as a stick, one 
side of which was thick, into which one could embed 
protruding nails or other sharp items. 


PERSONALITIES 

Rabbi Avimi — »»a¥ 927; Avimi was a Babylonian 
amora who lived during the time of the first and 
second generations of amora’im. He discussed hala- 
khot with numerous other amora’im, and transmitted 
many of their opinions as well. As is evident here, 
Rav Hisda was a trusted student of his, and Avimi 
requested his help to recall the halakhot of this 
tractate. 
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This would be more helpful in this matter - Ky»npn 137 
DD xo: According to Rashi, Avimi was employing the prin- 
ciple of: | have labored and | have found (Megilla 6b), i.e., when 
one exiles himself from his dwelling and undertakes hardships 
to seek out the Torah, that effort itself aids him in his Torah study 
(OrZarua). Others explain that he hoped the self-degradation of 
traveling to his pupil to learn from him would serve as a catalyst 
for recalling his learning (Finei Shmuel). 


That one priest would first raise it - 713 mb AIT: The 
priest removing the handful from the vessel cannot be the 
one who raises the vessel from the ground, as the removal of 
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NOTES 


The Gemara answers: Avimi was in fact the teacher, but tractate Menahot 
was uprooted for him, i.e., he forgot it, and Avimi came before his stu- 
dent Rav Hisda to help him recall his learning. The Gemara asks: If Rav 
Hisda was in fact Avimi’s student, let Avimi send for him and Rav Hisda 

come to Avimi. The Gemara responds: Avimi thought that this would be 

more helpful in this matter," i.e., that by exerting the effort to travel to 

his pupil in order to learn from him, he would better retain his studies. 


The Gemara returns to the statement of Rabbi Zeira: Rav Nahman 
encountered Avimi upon his return from the study hall of Rav Hisda. 
Rav Nahman said to him: How does one properly remove a handful 
from a meal offering? Avimi pointed to a vessel that was resting on the 
ground and said to him: From this vessel one may properly remove a 
handful. Rav Nahman said to him: But may one remove a handful 
from a vessel that is resting upon the ground? Avimi said to him: When 
I said that such a vessel may be used, I meant that one priest would 
first raise it" from the ground and then another priest would remove a 
handful from it. 


Rav Nahman proceeded to ask Avimi another question: How does one 
properly sanctify the meal offerings? Avimi pointed to a vessel that was 
resting on the ground and said to him: The priest places it into this vessel. 
Rav Nahman again said to him: But can one sanctify a meal offering in 
a vessel that is resting upon the ground? Avimi said to him: When I said 
that such a vessel may be used, I meant that another priest would initially 
raise it from the ground, and only then would the meal offering be placed 
inside it. 


Rav Nahman said to Avimi: If so, then you require the involvement of 
three" priests, i.e., one to raise the vessel, one to sanctify the meal offering, 
and one to remove the handful from the meal offering. Avimi said to him: 
And let it require even thirteen priests, just as the service of the daily 
burnt offering required the involvement of thirteen priests. The need for 
several priests presents no difficulty. 


Rav Nahman raised another objection to the statement of Avimi from a 
mishna (12a) that discusses the halakha that improper intentions during 
the service of a meal offering disqualify it. This is the principle: In the 
case of anyone who removes the handful, or places the handful in the 
vessel, or who conveys the vessel with the handful to the altar, or who 
burns the handful on the altar, with the intent to partake of an item 
whose typical manner is such that one partakes of it, or to burn an item 
whose typical manner is such that one burns it on the altar, e.g., the hand- 
ful or the frankincense, outside its designated area, the meal offering is 
unfit but there is no liability for excision from the World-to-Come [karet]. 


Rav Nahman explained his objection: All the rites of a meal offering are 
taught in the mishna, and yet raising the vessel from the ground is not 
taught. This indicates that there is no requirement to raise a vessel from 
the ground in order to use it for the service of a meal offering. Avimi 
responded: The tanna cited the order of sacrificial rites, i.e., those rites 
concerning which improper intentions disqualify a meal offering, but he 
did not cite the order of the priests, i.e., he did not cite the total number 
of priests involved in the service. 


the handful must be performed with the priest's right hand, 
and the vessel must also be raised with the right hand, as 
this is a requirement with regard to the Temple service in 
general. Therefore, an additional priest was required (Tosafot 
Hitzoniyyot). 


You require the involvement of three — now AND Ww: 
The commentary to the Gemara follows the opinion “of Rab- 
beinu Gershom Meor HaGola, that Rav Nahman is referring 
to the sanctification of the meal offering and the subsequent 
removal of a handful from that meal offering. According to the 
version of the Gemara that Rashi had, the Gemara is discussing a 


case where two priests are required to hold two service vessels 
while one priest performs both the removal of the handful from 
the vessel containing the meal offering as well as the sanctifica- 
tion of the handful by placing it into the second vessel. Some 
commentaries note a difficulty with regard to Rashi’s explana- 
tion: It is not essential for two priests to raise the two service 
vessels, as it would suffice for one priest to lift up the first vessel 
containing the meal offering, at which point a second priest 
would remove a handful from it, after which the first priest 
would set down the first vessel and raise a second vessel into 
which the second priest could place the handful and sanctify 
it (Tosafot Hitzoniyyot). 
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On the same topic, the Sages raised a dilemma before Rav Sheshet: 
What is the halakha with regard to the permissibility of removing 
a handful from a vessel that is resting upon the ground? Is this 
removal valid? Rav Sheshet said to one of the Sages who raised the 
dilemma: Go out and see what they do within the Sanctuary when 
they remove the bowls containing the frankincense that were placed 
upon the Table of the shewbread’ in order to burn the frankincense 
upon the altar. The mishna (99b) states: When the priests would 
replace the shewbread every Shabbat, four priests would enter the 
Sanctuary, two with the two arrangements of the new shewbread 
in their hands and two with the two bowls? of frankincense in their 
hands. And four priests would precede them and enter the Sanctu- 
ary before them, two to remove the two arrangements of the old 
shewbread and two to remove the two bowls of frankincense." 


HALAKHA 


The arrangement of the shewbread - 01577 ond sD: How 
was the shewbread arranged upon the Table? Four priests 
would enter the Sanctuary, two with the two arrangements of 
the new shewbread in their hands and two with the two bowls 
of frankincense. Four other priests would enter the Sanctuary 
before them, two to remove the two arrangements of the old 
shewbread and two to remove the two old bowls of frankin- 
cense. The priests who were placing the new bread and bowls 


stood to the north, facing the south, while those who were 
removing the old stood to the south and faced north. The priests 
standing to the south would pull the shewbread toward them, 
while those standing to the north would simultaneously push 
the new shewbread into its position, so that it would immedi- 
ately replace the old shewbread, in order that the Table would 
never be without shewbread (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Temidin UMusafin 5:4). 


Perek I 
Daf7 Amud b 


DPN POT Mg aa Y 


PDM NITY VD D07 AVN INY 
bp) nitiay 1p x37 


span? MM N? ONT PATA 
agar vay MM N aT 
yinw NIR IPIND PY — IPN DX 
yprp aa byw ban pynip myn 

ayn yoo 


pn YDP ob MDD I TN 
Popa wen Dy -YPP aR WY 
er) byw hoa ann perp ppg 

PINA NTD WYN [DV - YPIP 


Rav Sheshet notes: The entire process of the replacement of the 

shewbread is taught in the mishna, and yet the statement: A priest 
raises the Table above the ground so that the bowls of frankincense 

can be properly removed from them, is not taught. One can there- 
fore conclude from the mishna that just as the bowls of frankincense 

are removed from a vessel that is resting upon the ground, i.e., the 

Table, so too, one may remove a handful of a meal offering from a 

vessel that is resting upon the ground. 


The Gemara rejects this proof: Didn’t you already say there, with 
regard to the mishna that discusses improper intentions expressed 
during the service of a meal offering (12a), that the tanna cited only 
the order of sacrificial rites? Here too, the tanna cited only the 
order of sacrificial rites. Therefore, one cannot prove from here that 
there is no requirement to raise the Table. 


The Gemara asks: Are these mishnayot comparable? There, on 12a, 
the tanna did not delve into the number of priests involved in the 
service of a meal offering. Here, on 99b, the tanna does in fact delve 
into the number of priests involved in the service of the shewbread. 
Therefore, if it is so, i.e., ifthe Table must be raised before the bowls 
of frankincense are removed, let the tanna teach that another priest 
raises the Table. Rather, conclude from the mishna that one may 
remove a handful of a meal offering from a vessel that is resting 
upon the ground. The Gemara affirms: Conclude from here that 
this is so. 


§ Rava said: It is obvious to me that a priest may remove a handful 
from a vessel that is resting upon the ground," as we find such an 
instance in the case of the removal of the bowls of frankincense 
from the Table of the shewbread, since the Table is resting upon the 
ground of the Sanctuary when they are removed. Similarly, one can 
sanctify a meal offering in a vessel that is resting upon the ground, 
as we find such an instance in the case of the arrangement of the 
bowls of frankincense upon the Table of the shewbread. 


BACKGROUND 
Table of the shewbread — indw: The image shows the 
priests replacing the old arrangements of the shewbread 
with two new arrangements. Two bowls of frankincense 
were placed on the Table alongside the two arrangements. 


Priests placing shewbread on the Table 


Bowls [bazikhin] - 33: Several commentaries explain 
that these were actually large spoons, i.e., bowls with 
handles. The basis for this interpretation is the Aramaic 
translation of the phrase: “One spoon” (Numbers 7:20), as: 
One bazikh (Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura; Josefot Yom Tov). 


HALAKHA 

Remove a handful from a vessel that is resting upon 
the ground, etc. -^31 ypyp a3 byw an yip: One may 
remove a handful from a service vessel that is resting upon 
the ground, and one may likewise sanctify a handful in such 
a vessel. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rava, as he is a later amora (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 12:13). 
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NOTES 


We derive it from the collection of the blood — om2 
ay wade: The four sacrificial rites performed with a meal 
offering parallel the four rites performed with the blood of 
an animal offering, as the handful of a meal offering and 
he blood of an animal offering are both sacrificed upon 
he altar, and they both render permitted the remainder 
of their respective offerings for consumption. Accordingly, 
he removal of the handful corresponds to the slaughter 
of an offering, the sanctification of the handful by placing 
into a service vessel parallels the collection of the blood, 
he conveying of the handful to the altar corresponds to 
he same act that is performed with the blood, and the 
burning of the handful upon the altar corresponds to the 
presentation of the blood upon the altar. Nevertheless, the 
commentaries note that the collection of the blood is not 
entirely analogous to the sanctification of the handful, as 
the vessel receives the flowing blood, whereas the handful 
is actively placed into its vessel. 


With regard to the anointed priest [kohen manniah] - 
meaa 1721393: Although the standard version of the Gemara 

reads kohen manniah, many commentaries note that this 

should read: Kohen mashiah, literally, the anointed priest, 
which is a standard term for the High Priest. Other com- 
mentaries say that these words should be omitted entirely 

(see Shita Mekubbetzet). 


HALAKHA 
A handful that a priest divided - iwonw yaip: A hand- 
ful that was removed from a meal offering and divided 
between two service vessels is not sanctified. The halakha 
is in accordance with the statement of Rav Nahman, as 
Rava agrees with his opinion (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hil- 
khot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 13:12). 


Sanctified less than the amount of sprinkling - wp? 
Mt "ID nina: How was the water sanctified with the 
ashes of the red heifer? A priest would place the water in 
a vessel, after which he would place the ashes upon the 
water. If the priest sanctified, in one vessel, less than the 
amount of water required for sprinkling, and in a second 
vessel he also sanctified less than the amount of water 
required for sprinkling, none of the water is sanctified. 
The halakha is in accordance with the baraita cited by 
Rav Tahlifa ben Shaul (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para 
Aduma 9:1). 


Even in the case of the blood one has not sanctified - 
wp xd 0727X: If the blood of an offering was collected 

in a vessel but there was not enough blood with which to 

sprinkle, the blood has not been sanctified, in accordance 

with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 4:8). 
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Rava raises a dilemma: With regard to the sanctification of a 
handful by placing it in a vessel that is resting upon the ground, 
what is the halakha? Do we derive this halakha from the sancti- 
fication of a meal offering, in which case one can sanctify a 
handful in this manner, just as he can do so with a meal offering? 
Or do we derive it from the collection of the blood" of an 
offering, in which case one cannot do so, just as the blood of an 
offering may not be collected in a vessel that is resting upon the 
ground? Rava then resolves the dilemma: We derive it from the 
collection of the blood. 


The Gemara asks: And did Rava really say this, that the halakha 
with regard to the sanctification of a handful is derived from the 
collection of the blood? But it was stated: With regard to a full 
measure of a handful that a priest divided" and placed in two 
vessels, Rav Nahman says that it is not sanctified, and Rava 
says that it is sanctified. And if it is so that the halakha of the 
handful is derived from the collection of the blood, then let Rava 
derive from blood that the handful is not sanctified in this man- 
ner, just as the blood is not sanctified when divided into two. The 
Gemara responds: Rava retracted that statement and ruled that 
a handful is not sanctified when divided and placed into two 
vessels. 


The Gemara further discusses the halakha with regard to the 
collection of the blood. And with regard to blood, from where 
do we derive that it is not sanctified in halves, i.e., when col- 
lected in two vessels? It is derived from that which Rav Tahlifa 
ben Shaul teaches with regard to the water of purification: If the 
priest sanctified the water in two vessels in such a manner that 
he sanctified less than the amount of sprinkling" in this vessel, 
i.e., there was not enough water into which he could dip a bundle 
of hyssop and sprinkle the water with it, and he sanctified less 
than the amount of sprinkling in that vessel, then he has not 
sanctified the water. Even if he subsequently combines the 
contents of both vessels into a single vessel, the water is not 
sanctified. 


The Gemara continues: And a dilemma was raised before the 
Sages: With regard to the collection of blood ofa sin offering for 
the purpose of sprinkling it upon the altar, what is the halakha? 
Is the ruling with regard to the water of purification a halakha 
transmitted to Moses from Sinai, in which case the halakha with 
regard to blood may not be derived from it, as we do not derive 
other cases from a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai? 


The Gemara explains the other side of the dilemma: Or perhaps, 
there, in the case of the water of purification, what is the reason 
that it is not sanctified? It is possible that the reason is that it is 
written in a verse that is referring to the water initially placed in 
the vessel: “And dip it in the water” (Numbers 19:18). If this 
verse is the source of the halakha that the hyssop may be dipped 
in the water of purification only when there was initially enough 
water in the vessel for sprinkling, then here too, in the case of the 
blood ofa sin offering, isn’t it written: “And the priest shall dip 
his finger in the blood” (Leviticus 4:6)? 


The Gemara continues: And it was stated with regard to this 
dilemma: Rabbi Zerika says that Rabbi Elazar says: Even in the 
case of the blood, one has not sanctified" it if he collected less 
than a full measure of blood in a single vessel. Rava said that this 
is also taught in a baraita with regard to the bull of the anointed 
priest." The verse states: “And the priest shall dip his finger in the 
blood, and sprinkle of the blood” (Leviticus 4:6). From the term 

“And the priest shall dip” it is derived that there must be enough 
blood inside the vessel in which to dip his finger, and there 
should not be so little blood that he must resort to wiping his 
finger along the walls of the vessel. 
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The baraita continues: Additionally, from the term “in the blood” it 
is derived that there should initially be in the vessel containing the 
blood a measure fit for dipping his finger. Furthermore, it is derived 
from the term “of the blood” that he must sprinkle from the blood 
of the matter, as will be explained. 


Andit was necessary for the Merciful One to write: “And the priest 
shall dip,” and it was necessary for the Merciful One to write: “In 
the blood,’ despite the fact that both terms are referring to the 
amount of blood that must be in the vessel. Because if the Merciful 
One had written only: “And the priest shall dip,” I would say that it 
is enough if the vessel contains enough blood for even one sprinkling, 
even though the priest did not initially collect a measure fit for all 
of the sprinklings, that is, enough with which to sprinkle seven 
times. Therefore, the Merciful One writes: “In the blood.” 


And if the Merciful One had written only: “In the blood,” I would 
say that if there was initially a full measure collected in the vessel then 
the sprinkling is valid even if now the priest must resort to wiping 
his finger. Therefore, the Merciful One writes: “And the priest shall 
dip,’ indicating that the priest must be able to dip his finger into the 
blood and not have to wipe it on the walls of the vessel. 


The Gemara returns to the last statement of the baraita, that the priest 
must sprinkle from the blood of the matter. This statement serves 
to exclude what? Rava said: It serves to exclude the remainder of 
blood on his finger" from the previous sprinkling, i.e., the priest must 
dip his finger into the blood before each sprinkling; he may not 
sprinkle with the blood that remains on his finger from the previous 
sprinkling. The Gemara notes: This supports the opinion of Rabbi 
Elazar, who says that the remainder of blood that remained on the 
priest's finger is unfit for sprinkling. 


Ravin bar Rav Adda said to Rava: Your students say that Rav 
Amram’ says that it is taught in a baraita: In a case where a priest 
was sprinkling from the blood ofa sin offering and the blood of the 
sprinkling sprayed from his hand" onto a garment, the halakha is 
as follows: If the blood sprayed onto the garment before he sprin- 
kled, the garment requires laundering, as is the halakha when the 
blood ofa sin offering that is fit for sprinkling fell on a garment. But 
if the blood sprayed onto the garment after he had already sprinkled, 
it does not require laundering. 


Ravin bar Rav Adda asks: What, is it not correct to say that this 
means if the blood sprayed onto the garment before he completed 
all ofhis sprinkling, then the garment requires laundering, and if the 
blood sprayed onto the garment after he completed his sprinkling, 
then the garment does not require laundering? If so, one can con- 
clude from the baraita that the remainder of blood that remained 
on his finger between each sprinkling is fit for sprinkling, as other- 
wise, it would not result in a requirement to launder a garment upon 
which it sprayed. 


HALAKHA 


The remainder of blood on his finger — yayxaw wyw: When the 
priest sprinkles the blood of a sin offering, he must place blood on 
each corner of the altar. After placing the blood upon the first corner, 
he wipes his finger on the edge of the bowl containing the blood and 
then dips his finger again into the blood, as the blood that remains on 
his finger is unfit for sprinkling upon another corner (Rambam Sefer 


Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 5:8). 


A priest was sprinkling and the blood of the sprinkling sprayed 
from his hand — ita Ast maD AV 77: With regard to the blood 
of a sin offering, only that which is fit for sprinkling causes garments 
to require laundering. Therefore, in a case where the blood of a sin 
offering sprayed from one’s finger onto a garment, if this occurred 
after the blood of the sprinkling left his hand, the garment does not 
require laundering, as the remainder of blood on his finger is unfit for 
sprinkling (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 8:6, 8). 


PERSONALITIES 


Rav Amram - D'yay 31: There are two amoraiim 
referred to in the Gemara as Rav Amram. 
The first, a second-generation amora, was a 
student of Rav. The second, the Rav Amram 
mentioned in the Gemara here, was a third- 
or fourth-generation Babylonian amora. He 
studied under Rav Sheshet and Rav Nahman, 
and is mentioned in the Gemara as discussing 
halakhot with Abaye. 

Out of respect for their teacher, Rava’s 
pupils did not want to question his opinion 
from a statement that they heard from Rav 
Amram, who was a contemporary of Rava. 
Ravin bar Rav Adda therefore said that his 
own contemporaries, i.e., the students of Rava, 
heard that Rav Amram had said it. 
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HALAKHA 


When he completed all the sprinklings he wipes his 
hand, if he has not completed all of them he must 
wipe his finger — syayts napa va xd iT mapa VAX: 
The remainder of blood on the finger of the priest 
who performed the service of the red heifer is unfit 
or sprinkling. Therefore, between each sprinkling the 
priest wipes his finger on the body of the red heifer. 
Similarly, upon completion of the sprinklings, he wipes 
his hand on the body of the heifer. This ruling of the 
Rambam is apparently in direct contradiction to the 
conclusion of the Gemara here. Some maintain that 
he Rambam had a different version of the Gemara. 
Others explain that the Rambam rules in accordance 
with a baraita in Torat Kohanim (Ma‘aseh Roke‘ah). Yet 
others contend that the Rambam agrees that the priest 
wipes his finger between sprinklings on the edge of 
the bowl containing the blood (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Para Aduma 3:2 and Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
Hakorbanot 5:8 and Lehem Mishne there). 


LANGUAGE 


Atoning bowls [keforei] of gold - amt 1153: The mean- 


ing of the root kaf, peh, reish is to wipe away. This is the 
basis for the notion of kappara, forgiveness, in the sense 
of wiping away one’s sins. There is a similar root in Syriac 
that also refers to atonement as well as scrubbing. 
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The Gemara rejects this suggestion: No, the baraita is saying that if 
the blood sprayed from his hand onto the garment before any par- 
ticular sprinkling left his hand, the garment requires laundering. 
But if the blood was sprayed after a sprinkling left his hand, in 
which case the blood sprayed from that which remained on his 
finger following that sprinkling, then the garment does not require 
laundering, as the blood left on his finger was already rendered unfit 
for sprinkling. 


Abaye raised an objection to Rava from a mishna discussing the 
red heifer (Para 3:9): When the priest has completed sprinkling 
the blood of the red heifer toward the entrance to the Sanctuary, he 
wipes his hand from the blood on the body of the heifer. Abaye 
explains his objection: The mishna states that when the priest com- 
pleted all the sprinklings, then yes, he wipes his hand. It may be 
inferred that if he did not complete the sprinklings, he does not 
wipe his hand, even though blood remains on his finger from each 
preceding sprinkling. This proves that the blood that remains on his 
finger is fit for sprinkling. 


Rava said to Abaye: The mishna means that when the priest com- 
pleted all of the sprinklings, he wipes his hand. If he has not yet 
completed all of them, then he does not wipe his hand but he must 
wipe his finger" to remove the blood after each sprinkling, as that 
blood is no longer fit for subsequent sprinklings. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: Granted, after he completed all the 
sprinklings he wipes his hand on the body of the heifer, as it is 
written: “And the heifer shall be burned in his sight; her skin, and 
her flesh, and her blood” (Numbers 19:5), which indicates that the 
blood of the red heifer must be burned together with its flesh. But 
if when the priest had not yet completed the sprinklings he wipes 
his finger, then with what does he wipe?’ Because if you say that 
he wipes his finger on the body of the heifer, the mishna should 
have taught: He wipes his hand and his finger on the body of the 
heifer. Rather, from the fact that the mishna does not teach this, 
that he wipes his finger on the body of the heifer, one can conclude 
from this mishna that his finger does not require wiping between 
sprinklings. 


Abaye said: He wipes his finger on the edge of the bowl containing 
the blood, as it is written: “Atoning bowls [keforei]' of gold” (Ezra 
1:10), which is referring to the bowls containing the blood. The root 
kafar can also mean to wipe. 


G The Gemara returns to the issue of the sanctification of blood 
collected in two vessels: And did Rabbi Elazar really say this, that 
blood is sanctified only when a full measure is initially collected in 
a single vessel? But it was stated with regard to the High Priest’s 
griddle-cake offering: Rabbi Yohanan says that it is not sanctified 
in halves, i.e., if half of a tenth of an ephah was placed in one vessel, 
and a second half in another vessel, neither is sanctified. Rabbi 
Elazar says: Since it is sacrificed in halves, as half of the meal offer- 
ing is sacrificed in the morning and half in the afternoon, it may be 
sanctified in halves. 


His finger, with what does he wipe, etc. — 131 Napa N13 iy aY: 
At the time of the sprinkling the priest stands atop the Mount of 
Olives opposite the entrance to the Sanctuary, while the body 
of the red heifer remains at a lower height, on the mountain 
where it was slaughtered. Obviously the priest cannot return to 
the body of the heifer between each sprinkling in order to wipe 
his finger (Rashi). Other commentaries reject this explanation, as 


NOTES 


as the slaughter and burning of the red heifer (Tosafot on Zevahim 
93b; Rabbi Shimshon of Saens on Torat Kohanim; see Tosafot here). 
Rashi on Zevahim 93b explains that it would have been unbefitting 
for the priest to wipe his finger on the body of the heifer between 
each sprinkling, as this would have caused hairs from the heifer 
to become stuck to his finger, where they would have remained 
during subsequent sprinklings. 


they maintain that the sprinkling occurred in the same location 
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And ifit is so that Rabbi Elazar holds that blood may not be sancti- 
fied in halves, let him derive the halakha of the High Priest’s 
griddle-cake offering from that of blood. And if you would say 
that in this case Rabbi Elazar does not derive the halakha of the 
matter of a meal offering from that of another matter, that is dif- 
ficult: But doesn’t Rabbi Elazar say: A meal offering from which 
the priest removed a handful while inside the Sanctuary" is valid, 
despite the fact that the handful should be removed in the Temple 
courtyard; the reason is that we find a similar case in the Sanctuary, 
with regard to the removal of the bowls of frankincense from the 
Table of the shewbread? Just as the bowls permit the shewbread for 
consumption when removed in the Sanctuary, so too, the handful 
permits the remainder of the meal offering for consumption. This 
indicates that Rabbi Elazar does derive the halakha of a meal 
offering from that of another matter. 


The Gemara responds: Rabbi Elazar does derive the halakha with 
regard to a meal offering from that of another meal offering; the 
shewbread is considered a meal offering. But he does not derive 
the halakha with regard to a meal offering from that of blood. 


The Gemara asks: And does Rabbi Elazar derive the halakha of 
one meal offering from that of another meal offering? But isn’t it 
taught in a baraita: If before the priest detached the arrangement 
of shewbread and the bowls of frankincense from upon the Table, 
the bread broke™" into pieces, the bread is unfit for consumption 
and the priest does not burn the frankincense contained in the 
bowls on account of it. If the bread broke after the priest detached 
it, the bread is unfit’ but the priest burns the frankincense 
contained in the bowls on account of it. 


The Gemara continues: And Rabbi Elazar says: When the baraita 
refers to the detachment of the shewbread, it does not mean that 
the priest actually detached it. Rather, it means that once the time 
to detach it has arrived, even though he has not yet detached it 
and has not removed the bowls, it is considered as though he has 
detached it. Accordingly, if the shewbread broke after that time, 
the frankincense is burned. 


The Gemara explains its question: And if Rabbi Elazar derives the 
halakha of one meal offering from another, why does he say that 
frankincense contained in the bowls are burned in a case where the 
shewbread broke when the time to detach the bread had arrived? 
It should be like the case of a meal offering that became lacking 
in its measure before the removal of the handful. Such a handful 
is not removed and is not sacrificed upon the altar. Likewise, the 
frankincense was still on the Table when the shewbread broke and 
should therefore be disqualified. 


NOTES 


The bread broke - many D): According to some commentar- 


ies, this disqualification is due to the fact that the shewbread 
now lacks a full measure (see Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola 
and Sefat Emet on 9b). Based on other sources this is apparently 


a unique disqualification, as the verse states: “It is most holy” 


(Leviticus 24:9), from which the Sages derive that the shewbread 
must remain in the state of its initial preparation, i.e., whole (see 
Sifreion Numbers 6:19). Consequently, if it breaks it is disqualified 
(see Torat Kohanim and the commentary of Rabbi Shimshon of 
Saens on Leviticus 24:9). 


If the bread broke after the priest detached it the bread is 
unfit - aps onda man) pip mpwa: The shewbread may not 
be eaten if it is broken, because the priests may consume a meal 


offering only if it is whole. The Sages derived this from the hala- 


kha that the remainder of a meal offering that became lacking 
between the removal and burning of its handful upon the altar 
is prohibited for consumption (Rashi; see 9b). 


HALAKHA 
From which the priest removed a handful while inside 
the Sanctuary — bona myiapw: The removal of the hand- 
ful from a meal offering i is performed anywhere inside the 
Temple courtyard. If the handful was removed inside the 
Sanctuary, it is valid, as stated by Rabbi Elazar (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 12:12). 


The bread broke - aan DW): In a case where a loaf of 
he shewbread broke, if this occurred before the shew- 
bread was removed from the Table then the loaves are 
disqualified and the bowls of frankincense are not sacri- 
ficed upon the altar. If the loaf broke after the shewbread 
was removed from the Table, the loaves are disqualified 
but the bowls of frankincense are sacrificed upon the altar. 
f the time for removing the shewbread, i.e., after the sixth 
hour (Radbaz), had arrived, the bread is considered to 
have been removed, and therefore if a loaf broke after this 
ime the bowls of frankincense are sacrificed even if the 
arrangement had not yet been removed from the Table 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 5:15-16). 
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HALAKHA 


The remainder of a meal offering became lack- 
ing — Nw Dvo: In a case where the remainder 
of a meal offering became lacking or was disquali- 
fied in some other manner between the removal of 
the handful and the burning of the handful upon 
the altar, if part of the meal offering remained fit 
then the handful is burned upon the altar. This is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua in 
the mishna on 26a, as explained by Rav (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 11:20). 


The griddle-cake offering of the High Priest — 
bon 4 71> MIN: How is the griddle-cake offering of 
the High Priest prepared? The High Priest brings a 
full tenth of an ephah of flour and sanctifies it. He 
then divides it into two halves using the vessel 
that holds one-half of a tenth. The offering cannot 
be sanctified in halves despite the fact that it is 
sacrificed in that manner. The halakha is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, as there 
is a principle that the halakha follows his opinion 
in his disputes with Rabbi Elazar (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 13:2 and Mahari 
Kurkus there). 


PERSONALITIES 

Rav Geviha from Bei Katil - Yna 2 KP IT 

Rav Geviha was a fifth- to sixth-generation Babylo- 
nian amora. Apparently he lived an exceptionally 
long life, as he was a member of the generation 
of Sages that studied under Rava, but was consid- 
ered a major Sage of the subsequent generation as 
well. He was also a contemporary of Rav Ashi, with 

whom he would discuss matters of halakha. He 
survived Rav Ashi, and it is recorded in the letter of 
Rav Sherira Gaon that Rav Geviha served as head 

of the rabbinic school in Pumbedita in the years 
429—434 CE. 


NOTES 

A full tenth from his home - iman bw: This does 
not mean that the High Priest must bring a single 
vessel from his home containing a full tenth of an 
ephah. Rather, Rav Ashi means that when the High 
Priest brings his offering to the Temple, in which- 
ever vessel or vessels he chooses, and then places 
it inside a service vessel, there must be a full tenth 
of an ephah inside the service vessel (Zevah Toda). 
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The Gemara answers: This is not difficult, as there is a difference 
between these meal offerings. In the case of a meal offering that 
became lacking before the removal of a handful, its handful was not 
clearly designated. Consequently, if the meal offering became lacking 
before a handful was removed, one may no longer remove a handful 
from it. But in the case of the shewbread and the bowls of frankin- 
cense, its handful, i.e., the frankincense, was clearly designated at 
the time when the frankincense was placed in the bowls, since the 
frankincense is in a separate container from the bread. And therefore, 
once the time to detach the bread has arrived, it is considered as 
though he has detached it. 


The Gemara asks: But if that is so, then even if the time to detach the 

shewbread arrived, why is the frankincense burned? It should be 

like a case where the remainder of a meal offering became lacking" 

between the removal of the handful and the burning upon the altar; 

the halakha in this case is that one does not burn the handful on 

account of such a meal offering. The Gemara responds: Isn’t it a 

dispute among the amora’im (9a) whether or not the handful is 

burned in such a case? One can say that Rabbi Elazar holds in accor- 
dance with the opinion of the one who says that if the remainder of 
a meal offering became lacking between the removal of the handful 

and the burning, the priest burns the handful on account of sucha 

meal offering. 


§ The Gemara discusses the matter itself: With regard to the griddle- 
cake offering of the High Priest," Rabbi Yohanan says that it is not 
sanctified in halves, and Rabbi Elazar says: Since it is sacrificed in 
halves, as half of the meal offering is sacrificed in the morning and 
halfin the afternoon, it may likewise be sanctified in halves. Rav Aha 
said: What is the reasoning of Rabbi Yohanan? The verse states: “A 
meal offering perpetually, half of it in the morning, and half of it in 
the evening” (Leviticus 6:13). This means: First bring a whole meal 
offering, and only afterward divide it into halves. 


The Gemara raises an objection to the opinion of Rabbi Elazar. The 
mishna teaches (sob): The griddle-cake offering of the High Priest 
did not come in halves. Rather, the High Priest brings a full tenth 
ofan ephah and then divides it into two. And it is taught in a baraita 
with regard to this mishna: If it were stated: A meal offering, half 
in the morning, and half in the evening, I would say: He brings half 
of a tenth from his home in the morning and sacrifices it, and 
another half of a tenth from his home in the evening and sacrifices 
it. Therefore, the verse states: “Half of itin the morning,’ indicating 
that he brings a half from a whole, and he does not bring a half 
by itself. 


The Gemara responds: Rabbi Elazar maintains that the verse requires 
that a whole meal offering be brought in the morning only for a 
mitzva, i.e., ab initio. Nevertheless, if half of a tenth was brought in 
the morning it is valid after the fact. Rav Geviha from Bei Katil’ said 
to Rav Ashi: But the term “statute” is written with regard to the 
griddle-cake offering, as the verse states: “A statute forever” (Leviticus 
6:15), and there is a principle that whenever the Torah calls a mitzva 
a statute, the details of its performance are indispensable. Rav Ashi 
said to him: It was necessary for the Torah to define this mitzva as 
a statute only with regard to the requirement that the High Priest 
bring a full tenth from his home." With regard to its sanctification 
in a service vessel, it can be sanctified in halves. 


The Gemara asks: And did Rabbi Yohanan really say this? But it was 
stated: If one set aside halfa tenth of an ephah for any meal offering, 
and his intention was to add to the half in order to reach a full tenth, 
Rav says that it is not sanctified, as he did not bring a full tenth, and 
Rabbi Yohanan says that it is sanctified. And if it is so that Rabbi 
Yohanan holds that the griddle-cake offering cannot be sanctified in 
halves, let him derive from the griddle-cake offering that no meal 
offering may be sanctified in halves. 
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And if you would say that Rabbi Yohanan does not derive the hala- 
kha of one matter with regard to consecrated items from that of 
another matter, that is difficult: But doesn’t Rabbi Yohanan say: 

Peace offerings that were slaughtered in the Sanctuary" are valid, as 

it is written: “And slaughter it at the entrance of the Tent of Meeting” 
(Leviticus 3:2), i.e. in the courtyard. Rabbi Yohanan explains: It is 

logical that the halakha with regard to the minor area, i.e., the court- 
yard, should not be more stringent than the halakha with regard to 

the major area, the Tent of Meeting. Evidently, Rabbi Yohanan derives 

a halakha with regard to the Sanctuary from the Temple courtyard. 


The Gemara responds: Rabbi Yohanan does in fact derive the halakha 
of one matter from another, and therefore he learns the halakha with 
regard to all meal offerings from the griddle-cake offering, that in 
general they are not sanctified in halves. But a case where one expresses 
his intention to add to the half measure is different, as it is taught in 
a baraita with regard to the verse: “Both of them full of fine flour’ 
(Numbers 7:13). “Full” is a reference only to full measurements; that 
is to say, the flour is not sanctified until there is a full tenth inside 
the vessel. And Rabbi Yosei said: When is it the halakha that the flour 
is sanctified only if a full tenth is inside the vessel? It is at a time when 
his intention was not initially to add to that which he placed inside 
the vessel. But at a time when his intention was initially to add, each 
initial bit of flour is sanctified by the vessel. 


> 


The Gemara asks: And Rav, who holds that standard meal offerings 
are not sanctified in halves even if one’s initial intention was to add to 
the half measure, with regard to a griddle-cake offering, in accor- 
dance with whose opinion does he hold? If he holds in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, who says that a griddle-cake offering 
can be sanctified in halves, then let him derive from the halakha of 
griddle-cake offerings that all meal offerings may be sanctified in 
halves. 


And if you would say that Rav does not derive the halakha of one 
matter from that of another matter, that is difficult: But doesn’t Rav 
say: A standard meal offering, which is brought with oil and frankin- 
cense, is sanctified by a service vessel even without its oil™ and with- 
out its frankincense. It is sanctified without its oil, as we find such a 
halakha with regard to the shewbread, which is sacrificed without oil 
and is nevertheless sanctified by a service vessel. Similarly, it is sancti- 
fied even without its frankincense, as we find such a halakha with 
regard to the meal offering accompanying the libations of an offering, 
which is sacrificed without frankincense and is nevertheless sanctified 
by a service vessel. 


Finally, a standard meal offering is sanctified by a service vessel even 
without its oil and without its frankincense, as we find with regard 
to the meal offering of a sinner, which includes neither of these. This 
indicates that Rav does derive the halakha of a meal offering from other 
meal offerings. Rather, perforce, with regard to the griddle-cake offer- 
ing, Rav holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, 
that this offering is not sanctified in halves, and it is derived from there 
that no meal offerings are sanctified in halves. 


§ The Gemara discusses the matter itself: Rav says that a meal offer- 
ing is sanctified without its oil, and its halakha is not the same as 
when a tenth ofan ephah of flour is lacking, as we find such a halakha 
with regard to the shewbread, which is sacrificed without oil and is 
nevertheless sanctified by a service vessel. Similarly, it is sanctified even 
without its frankincense, as we find such a halakha with regard to 
the meal offering accompanying the libations of an offering, which is 
sacrificed without frankincense and is nevertheless sanctified. Addi- 
tionally, a meal offering is sanctified even without its oil and without 
its frankincense, as we find such a halakha with regard to the meal 
offering of a sinner, which lacks both oil and frankincense and is 
nevertheless sanctified by a service vessel. 


HALAKHA 


Peace offerings that were slaughtered in the 
Sanctuary — bona pbv myw: Peace offer- 
ings may be slaughtered anywhere inside the 
Temple courtyard. If they were slaughtered inside 
the Sanctuary, they are valid. The halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 
5:4). 


A standard meal offering is sanctified even 

without its oil — jaw xba MB ITP MM: The Ram- 
bam does not rule on this issue. Likkutei Halakhot 
rules that the halakha is in accordance with the 

opinion of Rav that a meal offering may be sancti- 
fied without its oil, as the Gemara (8b) establishes 

that Shmuel agrees with the opinion of Rav. 


NOTES 


A standard meal offering is sanctified even 

without its oil, etc. — 13) aw xba mos AN: 

This does not mean that a meal offering may be 
sacrificed without its oil, as it is explicitly taught 
in the mishna (27a) that the flour and oil are both 
indispensable. Rather, Rav means that the flour 
may become sanctified without its accompany- 
ing oil, i.e., the flour becomes consecrated and 
may no longer be redeemed. Subsequently, this 
flour would become disqualified through contact 
with one who immersed himself that day and is 
waiting for nightfall for the purification process 
to be completed, or with one who has not yet 
brought his atonement offering, and it would 
also become disqualified by being left overnight 
(Me'ila 9a). 
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BACKGROUND 
Log - aib: This is the basic liquid measure used by the Sages. 
It is equivalent to the volume of six eggs, one-quarter of a 
kav, or one twenty-fourth of a se'a. A range of modern opin- 
ions estimate that this volume is between 300 and 600 ml. 


Perek | 
Daf 8 Amud b 


HALAKHA 
The vessels used for liquids, etc. - ^3) nba 13: The liquid 
measures sanctify the liquids placed in them, but they do 
not sanctify any dry items placed in them. Likewise, dry 
measures do not sanctify liquids placed in them (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:19). 


Bowls - nipa: The bowls sanctify both liquids and dry 
items, as stated by Shmuel (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:19). 


BACKGROUND 


Bowls — nipwa: Mizrakot, bowls or cups, were vessels used 
for holding liquids that could contain a fairly large volume. 
Apparently these vessels were referred to as mizrakot due 
to their use in the performance of the sprinkling of the 
blood, zerika. Based on descriptions throughout the rabbinic 
literature, they were round, and either rounded or pointed 
underneath, so that they could not be put down without a 
special stand to stabilize them. They could still be held with 
only one hand, and it is possible that they had a handle. 


Replica of a cup used in the Temple 
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Rav continues: And oil and frankincense are each sanctified by 
service vessels, this substance without that one, and that substance 
without this one. Oil is sanctified on its own, as we find such a 
halakha with regard to the log’ of oil of a leper, which is sanctified 
on its own. Frankincense is sanctified on its own, as we find such 
a halakha with regard to the frankincense that comes in the bowls 
that are brought with the shewbread; there is no oil in that case and 
yet the frankincense is sanctified in the bowls. And Rabbi Hanina 
says: 


Neither is this substance sanctified" without that, nor is that 
sanctified without this. Rather, any meal offering that requires oil 
and frankincense is sanctified by a service vessel only when the flour, 
oil, and frankincense are all placed in the same vessel at the same 
time. 


The Gemara asks: And according to the opinion of Rabbi Hanina, 
for what purpose was the vessel that measured a tenth of an ephah 
anointed, making it possible for it to sanctify items placed inside 
it? This vessel was fashioned only for measuring flour, and accord- 
ing to Rabbi Hanina the flour is not sanctified without oil. What 
then does this vessel sanctify? The Gemara answers: The vessel 
was anointed for the purpose of sanctifying the meal offering ofa 
sinner, which contains neither oil nor frankincense. 


The Gemara further asks: And for what purpose was the vessel that 
measured one log of oil anointed? After all, according to Rabbi 
Hanina oil for a meal offering cannot be sanctified by itself. The 
Gemara explains: It was anointed for the purpose of sanctifying the 
log of oil of a leper, which is not brought as part of a meal offering. 
This oil is sanctified without flour or frankincense. 


The Gemara notes: And Shmuel also holds in accordance with this 
statement of Ray, that a service vessel sanctifies the flour of a meal 
offering even without its oil, as we learned in a mishna (Zevahim 
88a): The vessels used for liquids" sanctify only the liquids, and 
the vessels that serve as dry measures" sanctify only the dry goods. 
But the vessels used for liquids do not sanctify the dry goods, and 
the vessels that serve as dry measures do not sanctify the liquids. 


And Shmuel says with regard to this mishna: They taught that 
vessels used for liquids do not sanctify dry goods only with regard 
to vessels used as measures. But bowls" that are used for collecting 
and tossing the blood of offerings sanctify the dry goods as well, 
as it is stated with regard to the offerings of the princes brought 
during the inauguration of the Tabernacle: “Both of them full of 
fine flour mixed with oil for a meal offering” (Numbers 7:13), 
which indicates that the bowl sanctifies meal offerings, which 
are dry. 


Neither is this substance sanctified, etc. — 151 AWITP it x: 


NOTES 


The vessels used for liquids...and the vessels that serve as 


According to Rabbi Hanina, the flour, oil, and frankincense of 
a meal offering are all considered like a single item. He further 
maintains in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan that 
only a full measure may be sanctified, and not half measures 
(Netivot HaKodesh). 


dry measures — wart NTN.. nba 13: Service vessels sanctify 
only those items that are fit to be placed inside them, as they 
were anointed and sanctified only to that end (see Zevahim 
86a, 88a). 
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The Gemara continues its proof: And Rav Aha of Difti said to Ravina, 
with regard to this derivation of Shmuel: But the meal offering of the 

verse is also considered a liquid, as it is mingled with oil. How then 

can one derive from it the halakha with regard to items that are 

entirely dry? Ravina said to him: The verse cited by Shmuel is neces- 
sary only to teach that the dry part of a meal offering, that is, the 

frankincense,’ which invariably does not come into contact with the 

oil, is sanctified by the bowls as well. 


The Gemara concludes its proof with regard to Shmuel’s opinion: And 
if it enters your mind that Shmuel holds that a meal offering is not 
sanctified by a service vessel until all ofits components are together 
in the vessel, then how can you find a case where the dry parts of a 
meal offering are by themselves? Is it not correct that when meal 
offerings are sanctified, all of them are liquids, due to the oil that is 
mixed with them? Rather, conclude from here that Shmuel holds 
that this substance may be sanctified without that one. 


And if you wish, say instead in answer to Rav Aha of Difti’s question: 
A meal offering, even when it is mixed with oil, is, relative to blood, 
considered as a dry item. Accordingly, one may derive from the verse 
that the bowls sanctify dry items, and just as a bowl sanctifies a meal 
offering that contains oil, as it is considered dry in comparison to 
blood, so too, it sanctifies a meal offering that is entirely dry, i.e., that 
contains no oil, as claimed by Rav. 


Q The Gemara discusses the matter itself. Rabbi Elazar says: A meal 
offering from which the priest removed a handful while inside 
the Sanctuary is valid, despite the fact that the handful should be 
removed in the Temple courtyard; the reason is that we find a similar 
case in the Sanctuary, with regard to the removal of the bowls of 
frankincense from the Table of the shewbread. Just as the bowls 
permit the shewbread for consumption, so too, the handful permits 
the remainder of the meal offering for consumption. 


Rabbi Yirmeya raises an objection to this opinion from a baraita 
discussing the verse: “And he shall bring it to Aaron's sons the priests; 
and he shall remove from there his handful” (Leviticus 2:2). The 
verse indicates that the removal of a handful from a meal offering may 
be performed from the place where the feet of the non-priest may 
stand," i.e., anywhere within the Temple courtyard. 


The baraita continues: Ben Beteira, who holds that a handful is not 
disqualified when removed with the left hand, says that the verse 
should be interpreted as follows: From where is it derived that ifone 
removed a handful with his left hand, that he must return the hand- 
ful to the vessel that contains the meal offering and again remove the 
handful with his right hand? The verse states: “And he shall remove 
from there.” This indicates that the handful is removed from the 
place where he already removed it, i.e., the handful is returned to 
the meal offering and thereupon removed from the same meal offer- 
ing, this time with his right hand. It is clear from the statement of the 
first tanna that the handful of a meal offering may be removed only in 
the place where the feet of a non-priest may stand, but not in the 
Sanctuary. 


Some say that Rabbi Yirmeya raises the objection and he resolves 
it as well. And some say that Rabbi Ya’akov said to Rabbi Yirmeya 
bar Tahlifa: I will explain to you the resolution of this objection: The 
verse is necessary only to permit the entire Temple courtyard for 
removing the handful there, not to prohibit the removal of a handful 
inside the Sanctuary. The reason is that you should not say: Since a 
burnt offering is an offering of the most sacred order, and a meal 
offering is likewise an offering of the most sacred order, then just 
as a burnt offering requires that its slaughter be performed in the 
northern part of the Temple courtyard, so too, a meal offering 
requires that the removal of its handful be in the northern part. 


NOTES 


Is necessary only to teach that the dry part of 
a meal offering, that is, the frankincense, etc. — 
AD) MIY ue maw ward why way xb: The 
section beginning ‘With the phrase: That is, the 
frankincense, until the end of the next paragraph: 
Shmuel holds that this substance may be sancti- 
fied without that one, is missing from many ver- 
sions of the Gemara. Certainly, the Gemara’s refer- 
ence to the frankincense is not easily understood 
in this context. Some commentaries explain that 
the Gemara is referring to those parts of the flour 
that remain dry even after the oil is mixed into it, as 
there will necessarily remain small granules of flour 
that did not come into contact with the oil (Rashi; 
Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). Accordingly, 
Shmuel is claiming that just as the bowl sanctifies 
the dry parts of a meal offering, so too, it sancti- 
fies the flour that contains no oil at all (see Rashi, 
Tosafot, and Shita Mekubbetzet). 


From the place where the feet of the non-priest 
may stand — nitniy WI one oian: This is refer- 
ring to the Israelite courtyard, the place where 
the owner brings his meal offering, in accordance 
with the verse “And he shall bring it to Aaron's 
sons the priests; and he shall remove from there 
his handful” 
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BACKGROUND 
Enter the Sanctuary bond PD): All the courtyards 


of the Temple, with the exception of several chambers, 


were enclosed areas without roofing. When Jerusalem 
was under siege and the gentiles fired projectiles into 
the courtyards, those standing inside the courtyards 
were exposed to their fire. In contrast, the Sanctuary 
was a roofed building, which provided protection from 
the gentiles‘ fire. 


Temple courtyards and Sanctuary 
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The Gemara raises a difficulty with regard to this comparison: What 
is notable about a burnt offering? It is notable in that it is more 
sacred, as it is consumed in its entirety upon the altar. The Gemara 
responds: The same comparison may be drawn from a sin offering, 
which is also an offering of the most sacred order and is not sacrificed 
in its entirety upon the altar, and yet it must be slaughtered in the 
northern part of the Temple courtyard. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty with regard to this comparison as well: 
What is notable about a sin offering? It is notable in that the halakhot 
of a sin offering are more stringent, as its sacrifice atones for those 
sins whose transgression causes one to be liable to receive karet. The 
Gemara responds: The comparison may be drawn from a guilt offer- 
ing, as it too is an offering of the most sacred order, it is not sacrificed 
in its entirety upon the altar, it does not atone for such sins, and yet 
it must be slaughtered in the northern part of the Temple courtyard. 


The Gemara rejects this suggestion as well: What is notable about a 
guilt offering? It is notable in that a guilt offering has a loftier status, 
as it is one of the types of offerings whose atonement is achieved 
through their blood, i.e., it is an animal offering. The Gemara adds: 
Once this claim has been accepted, from all of them as well, i.e., from 
a burnt offering and sin offering, one cannot draw a comparison to a 
meal offering either, as they are all of the types of offerings whose 
atonement is achieved through their blood. 


Rather, the verse was necessary in order to permit the removal of a 
handful anywhere in the Temple courtyard because it might enter 
your mind to say that since it is written: “And it shall be presented 
to the priest, and he shall bring it to the altar” (Leviticus 2:8), and 
it states: “And he shall remove from there his handful” (Leviticus 
2:2), one could claim: Just as the bringing of the meal offering is in 
the southwestern corner of the altar, so too, the removal of the 
handful must also be performed in the southwestern corner. There- 
fore, the verse teaches us that the removal of the handful may be 
performed anywhere in the Temple courtyard, but this does not serve 
to exclude the Sanctuary. 


§ The Gemara discusses the matter itself. Rabbi Yohanan says: 
Peace offerings that were slaughtered in the Sanctuary are valid, as 
it is stated: “And slaughter it at the entrance of the Tent of Meeting’ 
(Leviticus 3:2), i.e. in the courtyard. And it is logical that the halakha 
with regard to the minor area, i.e., the courtyard, should not be more 
stringent than the halakha with regard to the major one, the Tent of 
Meeting or the Sanctuary. 


7 


The Gemara raises an objection to the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan 
from a baraita. Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira says: From where is it 
derived that if gentiles surrounded the Temple courtyard and were 
firing projectiles inside to the point that it became impossible to 
remain in the courtyard on account of the threat, that the priests 
enter the Sanctuary’ and partake of the offerings of the most 
sacred order and the remainders of the meal offerings while inside 
the Sanctuary? The verse states: 


“Every meal offering of theirs, and every sin offering of theirs, and 


every guilt offering of theirs, which they may render unto Me, shall 
be most holy for you and for your sons. In the Sanctuary you shall 
eat them” (Numbers 18:9-10). This indicates that although the mitzva 
is to consume offerings of the most sacred order in the courtyard, in 
certain instances the priests may consume these offerings inside the 
Sanctuary, the most holy place. 
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The Gemara explains its objection: But according to the opinion of 
Rabbi Yohanan, why do I need this verse? Let him say here as well 
that as the verse states: “In the court of the Tent of Meeting they 
shall eat it” (Leviticus 6:9), i.e., in the Temple courtyard, it is logi- 
cal that the halakha with regard to the minor area should not be 
more stringent than the halakha with regard to the major one, i.e., 
if one may consume a peace offering in the Temple courtyard then 
all the more so may he consume it in the Sanctuary. 


The Gemara explains: Consuming an offering is not the same as 
slaughtering it. The slaughter of an offering is part of the sacrificial 
service, and it is not considered disrespectful for a person to serve 
his master in the place of his master, i.e., within the Sanctuary as 
well as in the courtyard. Therefore, we say that the halakha with 
regard to the minor area should not be more stringent than the 
halakha with regard to the major one. By contrast, with regard to 
the consumption of an offering, since a person may not eat in the 
place of his master, the only reason that it is permitted to consume 
an offering inside the Sanctuary is that it is written in the verse: 


“Ina most holy place you shall eat them.’ Had this not been written 


in the verse explicitly, we would not say that the halakha with 
regard to the minor area should not be more stringent than the 
halakha with regard to the major one. 


§ It was stated: If one mixed the oil of a meal offering into it 
outside the wall of the Temple courtyard," Rabbi Yohanan says 
that it is disqualified, and Reish Lakish says that it is valid. Reish 
Lakish says: It is valid, as it is written: “And he shall pour oil upon 
it, and put frankincense upon it” (Leviticus 2:1), and then it is 
written: “And he shall bring it to Aaron’s sons the priests; and he 
shall remove” (Leviticus 2:2). 


Reish Lakish explains: The Sages derived from here that from the 
removal of the handful onward" the rites performed with the meal 
offering are solely a mitzva of the priesthood. Accordingly, the 
verse taught about pouring and mixing that they are valid when 
performed by anon-priest. And from the fact that the priesthood 
is not required for the mixing, it may be derived that it is also not 
required that its performance be inside the walls of the Temple 
courtyard. 


And Rabbi Yohanan says: This meal offering is disqualified, since 
a meal offering’s performance is in a service vessel. Therefore, 
granted that the priesthood is not required, yet in any event 
its performance inside the Temple courtyard is required. The 
Gemara notes that it is taught in a baraita in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yohanan: If a meal offering was mixed by a non- 
priest it is valid. But ifit was mixed outside the wall ofthe Temple 
courtyard it is disqualified. 


§ It was stated: With regard to a meal offering that became lack- 
ing in its full measure before the removal of the handful, Rabbi 
Yohanan says that the owner shall bring additional flour from 
within his home" and shall fill the missing part of the measure of 
the meal offering. Reish Lakish says: He shall not bring flour from 
within his home and fill it. Instead, he must bring a new meal 
offering. 


The Gemara explains: Rabbi Yohanan says that he brings flour 
from within his home and he fills it, as the removal of the handful 
establishes it as a meal offering to the extent that it may become 
disqualified. Before the removal, one may always add flour to the 
meal offering. Reish Lakish says: He shall not bring flour from 
within his home and fill it, as the sanctity of the service vessel 
establishes it as a meal offering. Therefore, once the meal offering 
was placed in a service vessel and sanctified, it is disqualified if it 
becomes lacking. 


HALAKHA 


If one mixed the oil of a meal offering into it out- 
side the wall of the Temple courtyard - yin aba 
my naind: A meal offering whose oil was mixed 
outside the walls of the Temple courtyard is not valid. 
In general, when there is a disagreement between 
Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish, the halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, espe- 
cially when the Gemara cites a baraita in support 
of his opinion, as is the case here (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 11:6, and see Kesef 
Mishne there). 


From the removal of the handful onward — nyapa 
Pyy From the time of the removal of the handful 
from a meal offering onward, the rites performed 
with the offering are mitzvot of the priesthood. 
Accordingly, the pouring and mixing of the oil into 
the meal offering, which come before that stage, 
may be performed by a non-priest. This halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis; see 18b 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 
11:7). 


He shall bring additional flour from within his 
home - ima Jinn x2: If one’s meal offering 
became lacking before a handful was removed from 
it, he should bring additional flour from his home 
and refill it (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 11:16). 
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HALAKHA 


The log lacked - aba yon: If the /og of oil of a leper 
became lacking before the priest poured from it, 
the priest should refill it (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 5:4). 


The remainder of a meal offering that became 
lacking - npg wyw: With regard to the 
remainder of a meal offering that became lacking 
between the removal and burning of the handful, if 
there still remains a small amount the priest should 
burn the handful (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 11:20). 


The remainder of the meal offering became ritu- 
ally impure...it is unfit — TD.. PYP KY): If 
the entire remainder of a meal offering became 
ritually impure or if it was completely lost after the 
handful was removed but before it was burned, the 
priest should not burn the handful. If he burned it, 
the offering effects acceptance. This halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 
11:20, and see Kesef Mishne there). 


From which there remains an olive-bulk — 
Dp oma Aww: In a case where part of any offer- 
ing whose blood was collected but not sprinkled 
upon the altar became lacking, if there remained 
either an olive-bulk of meat or an olive-bulk of 
the sacrificial portions for burning upon the altar, 
the priest sprinkles the blood of that offering. If 
there remained only half an olive-bulk of meat and 
half an olive-bulk of fat, he does not sprinkle the 
blood. With regard to a burnt offering, even if there 
remained only half an olive-bulk of flesh and half 
an olive-bulk of fat, he sprinkles the blood. If there 
remained less than an olive-bulk and the priest 
nevertheless sprinkled the blood, it does not effect 
acceptance even after the fact. The commentar- 
ies discuss possible reasons as to the difference 
between the halakha of a meal offering whose 
remainder was entirely lost, which effects accep- 
tance after the fact, and that of a burnt offering, 
where if there remains less than an olive-bulk from 
the offering then the sprinkling of its blood does 
not effect acceptance even after the fact (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:30-31). 


BACKGROUND 

Olive-bulk - 7*3: An olive-bulk is one of the most 
significant halakhic units of volume. By Torah law, 
the act of eating is defined as consuming one 
olive-bulk, and virtually every Torah law that either 
requires or prohibits eating pertains to this mea- 
sure. The measure is defined in terms of the water 
displacement of a particular strain of olive, and the 
precise size of this measurement is not clear. One 
talmudic passage indicates that it is almost half an 
egg-bulk in size, whereas it can be inferred from 
another passage that it is less than one-third of an 
egg-bulk. The different opinions with regard to the 
measure of an egg-bulk range from 7 to 50 cc. 
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Rabbi Yohanan raised an objection to Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish, 
Reish Lakish, from a mishna (Nega’im 14:10) discussing the log of 
oil brought by a leper: In a case where the log lacked" a full measure, 
if it became lacking before the priest poured from it into his palm 
in order to place it on the right thumb and big toe of the leper, he 
shall fill it. Clearly the service vessel containing the log does not 
sanctify the oil to the extent that it can become disqualified. The 
Gemara notes: Indeed, this is a conclusive refutation of the opinion 
of Reish Lakish. 


§ It was stated: With regard to the remainder of a meal offering that 
became lacking" between the removal of the handful and its burn- 
ing upon the altar, Rabbi Yohanan says that one burns the handful 
on account of such a remainder, and that the remainder is then permit- 
ted for consumption. And Reish Lakish says that one does not burn 
the handful on account of the remainder. The Gemara notes: Accord- 
ing to the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, everyone agrees that the handful 
is burned on account of the remainder. In other words, both amora’im, 
Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish, concur that this is the halakha 
according to the tanna Rabbi Eliezer. When they disagree, it is 
concerning the halakha according to the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua. 


The Gemara cites the dispute in question. As we learned in a mishna 
(26a): If, after the handful was removed, the remainder of the meal 
offering became ritually impure, or if the remainder of the meal 
offering was burned, or if the remainder of the meal offering was lost, 
according to the principle of Rabbi Eliezer, who says that with regard 
to an animal offering the blood is fit for sprinkling even if there is no 
meat that can be eaten, the meal offering is fit, and the priest burns the 
handful. But according to the principle of Rabbi Yehoshua, who says 
that with regard to an animal offering the blood is fit for sprinkling 
only if there is meat that can be eaten, it is unfit" and the priest does 
not burn the handful, as the handful serves to render the remainder 
permitted. 


The one who disqualifies the remainder of a meal offering that 
became lacking between the removal of the handful and its burning 
upon the altar, i.e., Reish Lakish, holds in accordance with the plain 
meaning of the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua. And the one who deems 
that remainder fit, i.e., Rabbi Yohanan, maintains that when Rabbi 
Yehoshua says that the remainder is unfit, he says so only there, in a 
case where nothing remained from the meal offering other than 
the remainder. Since the handful is intended to render permitted for 
consumption the remainder of the meal offering, if there is no remain- 
der at all then the handful is not burned. But in a case where there 
remained a portion of the remainder, Rabbi Yohanan maintains that 
even Rabbi Yehoshua concedes to Rabbi Eliezer that the handful is 
fit to be burned. 


The Gemara cites a proof for Rabbi Yohanan: It is clear that this is 

Rabbi Yehoshua’s opinion, as it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi 

Yehoshua says: With regard to any of the offerings that are men- 
tioned in the Torah from which there remains either an olive-bulk"® 

of meat or an olive-bulk of fat, the halakha is that the priest sprinkles 

the blood of that offering and thereby permits either the remaining 

meat for consumption or the remaining fat for sacrifice upon the altar. 
But if there remains only half an olive-bulk of meat and half an olive- 
bulk of fat, he does not sprinkle the blood, as the consumption or 
burning of anything less than an olive-bulk is not significant enough 

to warrant the sprinkling of the blood. The volumes of the meat and 

the fat do not combine to form a whole olive-bulk. 


The baraita continues: And in the case of a burnt offering, even if 
there remains only half an olive-bulk of flesh and half an olive-bulk 
of fat, he sprinkles the blood, because in the case of a burnt offering 
it is entirely consumed, i.e., as the flesh and fat are both burned upon 
the altar, there is in fact an olive-bulk of the offering that is designated 
for burning upon the altar. And with regard to a meal offering, even 
though it remains entirely intact, he shall not sprinkle. 
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Parenthetically, the Gemara asks: What is the mention of a meal 
offering doing here, in a baraita that discusses slaughtered offerings? 
There is no sprinkling in the case of a meal offering. Rav Pappa said: 
The baraita is referring to a meal offering that accompanies the 
libations" brought with a slaughtered offering. 


Rav Pappa elaborates: It might enter your mind to say that since 

such a meal offering comes with a slaughtered offering, itis consid- 
ered like the offering itself. Accordingly, if the only part remaining 
from an offering is the meal offering that is brought with it, perhaps 

it is considered as though part of the offering itself remains, and 

therefore the priest may sprinkle the offering’s blood on account of 
it. Therefore, the baraita teaches us that this is not the halakha. In 

any event, Rabbi Yehoshua states in this baraita that the blood ofan 

offering is sprinkled ifa minimum amount remains from it. The same 

should apply to the remainder of a regular meal offering. 


Rabbi Yohanan cited this baraita as proof that even according to 

Rabbi Yehoshua, if a portion of the remainder of a meal offering 

remains intact then the handful may be burned on account of it. The 

Gemara asks: And concerning the one who disqualifies the handful 

when the remainder is lacking, i.e., Reish Lakish, how does he explain 

the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua? The Gemara responds: Reish Lakish 

would claim that it is different here, in the case of a meal offering, 
as the verse states: “And the priest shall remove from the meal 

offering its memorial part, and shall make it smoke upon the altar” 
(Leviticus 2:9). Since it is clear that the verse is discussing a meal 

offering, the apparently superfluous mention of “the meal offering” 
teaches that unless the entire meal offering is intact, the priest shall 

not burn the handful. 


The Gemara continues: And the other amora, Rabbi Yohanan, how 
does he interpret that verse? Rabbi Yohanan claims that the phrase 
“from the meal offering” is referring to a meal offering that was 
already whole at the time of the removal of its handful, and the 
verse teaches that he shall burn its handful even though it is 
currently not whole. 


Rabbi Yohanan raised an objection to Reish Lakish from a baraita: 
If before the priest detached the arrangement of shewbread and the 
bowls of frankincense from upon the Table, the bread broke into 
pieces, the bread is unfit for consumption and the priest does not 
burn the frankincense contained in the bowls on account of it. And 
if the bread broke after the priest detached it, the bread is unfit but 
the priest burns the frankincense contained in the bowls on account 
of it. And Rabbi Elazar says: The baraita does not mean that the 
priest actually detached the shewbread. Rather, it means that once 
the time to detach it has arrived the frankincense contained in the 
bowls may be burned, even though he has not yet detached it. Just 
as the frankincense contained in the bowls is burned despite the 
broken shewbread, likewise, the handful of a meal offering should 
be burned even when the remainder is lacking. 


NOTES 


A meal offering that accompanies the libations — O'3b2 nmaa: whereas other meal offerings consist of flour, oil, and frankin- 
These meal offerings are prescribed by the Torah (see Numbers cense, these meal offerings consist only of flour and oil. Lastly, 
15:1-15) to accompany the sacrifice of burnt offerings, peace in contrast to other meal offerings, these meal offerings are 
offerings, and the sin offering and guilt offering of a leper. They burned in their entirety upon the altar and no remainder is left 
are the only meal offerings that are not brought as independent for the priests. 

offerings but in addition to slaughtered offerings. Furthermore, 
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Reish Lakish said to Rabbi Yohanan in response: In accordance with 
whose opinion is this? It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Eliezer, who permits the burning ofa handful even when the remainder 
has been entirely destroyed. And I hold in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehoshua. Rabbi Yohanan said to him: I am stating a com- 
plete halakha to you, i.e., a baraita of an unspecified opinion, and you 
say to me that this baraita is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Eliezer alone? 


Rabbi Yohanan added: And furthermore, if the baraita is in accordance 

with the opinion of only Rabbi Eliezer, then why does the baraita men- 
tion specifically an instance where the bread broke? According to Rabbi 

Eliezer, even if the bread was burned or lost entirely, he deems the 

frankincense contained in the bowls fit for burning as well. The Gemara 

notes: Reish Lakish was silent and did not respond to the objections of 
Rabbi Yohanan. 


The Gemara asks: But why was Reish Lakish silent? Let him say to 
Rabbi Yohanan that one cannot cite a proof from a baraita that discusses 
the shewbread, a communal offering, because offerings of the com- 
munity are different, since ritual impurity was permitted for them, 
i.e., communal offerings may be sacrificed even in a state of ritual impu- 
rity. Therefore, it was also permitted to sacrifice them when they are 
lacking. Rav Adda bar Ahava said: The fact that Reish Lakish did not 
respond in this manner is to say that a meal offering that is lacking 
in measure is considered like a blemished animal, not merely like 
an impure offering, and there is no instance of a blemished animal 
being permitted for use as an offering, even in the case of acommunal 
offering. 


The Gemara relates that Rav Pappa was once sitting and saying this 
halakha, and he noted that Reish Lakish was silent and did not respond 
to Rabbi Yohanan’s objections by differentiating between a communal 
offering and that of an individual, and that Rav Adda bar Ahava derived 
from Reish Lakish’s silence that a lack in the measure of a meal offering 
is tantamount to a blemish. Rav Yosef bar Shemaya said to Rav Pappa: 
Are we not dealing with a disagreement that exists between Rabbi 
Yohanan and Reish Lakish even in the case of the omer meal offering, 
which is a communal offering? And even so, they disagree. Accordingly, 
Reish Lakish could not have responded to the objections of Rabbi 
Yohanan by distinguishing between a communal and an individual 
offering, and therefore one cannot derive from his silence that a meal 
offering lacking in its measure is like a blemished animal. 


The Gemara further discusses the disagreement between Rabbi Yohanan 
and Reish Lakish. Rav Malkiyu says that one baraita taught: The verse 
states: “And he shall remove... of its fine flour” (Leviticus 2:2). This 
indicates that if the meal offering lacks any amount of its flour, it is 
disqualified and the priest may not remove a handful from it. Similarly, 
the term: “Of its oil” (Leviticus 2:2), teaches that if the meal offering 
lacks any amount of its oil, it is disqualified. 


And it is taught in another baraita that the verse that states: “But that 
which is left of the meal offering shall be Aaron’s and his sons” (Leviti- 
cus 2:3), teaches that the remainder of the meal offering is given to the 
priests only if there was initially a whole meal offering, to the exclusion 
of a meal offering that was lacking, or whose handful was lacking, or 
from which the priest did not burn any frankincense. In such cases, 
the meal offering is disqualified and its remainder may not be consumed 
by the priests. 


Rav Malkiyu asks: Why do I need two verses to disqualify meal offer- 
ings that are lacking? Is it not correct to say that one verse is referring 
to a meal offering that became lacking before the removal of the 
handful, i.e., that one may not refill it, and one verse is referring to the 
remainder of a meal offering that became lacking between the removal 
of the handful and its burning upon the altar, and it teaches that one 
may not burn a handful on account of such a remainder? 
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Rav Malkiyu concludes: And if so, then this is a conclusive refutation 
of the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan in both instances where he disagrees 
with Reish Lakish, i.e., in the case ofa meal offering that became lacking 
before the removal of the handful, as Rabbi Yohanan holds that one may 
refill it, and in the case of the remainder that became lacking between 
the removal of the handful and its burning, as he holds that the handful 
may be burned. 


The Gemara rejects this suggestion: No; one verse is indeed referring to 
a meal offering that became lacking before the removal of the handful, 
but it is not teaching that this meal offering is disqualified. Rather, this 
verse indicates that if he brings flour from his home and fills it so that 
the meal offering is no longer lacking, then yes, it is fit, but if he does 
not bring more flour, it is not fit. And one verse is indeed referring to 
the remainder of a meal offering that became lacking between the 
removal of the handful and its burning upon the altar; nevertheless, it 
does not indicate that the handful may not be burned. Rather, it teaches 
that even though the priest burns the handful on account of such a 
remainder, that remainder is prohibited" for consumption. 


The Gemara continues: This is indeed the appropriate explanation of the 
verses, as a dilemma was raised before the Sages: According to the 
statement of the one who says that in a case where the remainder of a 
meal offering became lacking between the removal of the handful and 
its burning upon the altar, the priest burns the handful on account of 
this remainder, concerning the remainder itself, what is its status with 
regard to consumption, i.e., may the remainder be eaten? 


Ze eiri said that the verse states: “But that which is left of the meal 

offering shall be Aaron’s and his sons,” which teaches that the priests 

may consume the remainder of a meal offering, but not the remainder 
of the remainder, i.e., if the remainder became lacking before the hand- 
ful was burned, the remaining part of the remainder may not be con- 
sumed. Alternatively, Rabbi Yannai says that “of the meal offering shall 

be Aaron’s and his sons” indicates that the priests may consume only 
the remainder of a meal offering that was previously whole" when the 

handful was burned, not the remainder of the remainder. 


§ The mishna teaches: If the priest removed the handful with his left 
hand the meal offering is unfit. The Gemara asks: From where are these 
matters derived? Rabbi Zeira said that it is derived from that which the 
verse states: “And the meal offering was presented; and he filled his 
hand from it” (Leviticus 9:17). Rabbi Zeira explains: This hand, I do 
not know what it is, i.e., the left hand or the right. When the verse states 
with regard to the atonement of a leper: “And the priest shall take of 
the log of oil, and pour it into the palm of his own left hand” (Leviticus 
14:15), it mentions the left hand. One can therefore derive that here, 
where the verse specifies, the priest must use his left hand, whereas in 
any place where it is stated in a verse “hand” without specification, it 
is referring only to the right hand. 


The Gemara asks: But how can this conclusion be derived from the verse 
discussing the atonement of a leper? This verse is necessary for itself, 
i.e., to teach that the oil must be poured on the priest’s left hand, not his 
right. The Gemara answers that another mention of the left hand is 
written in the same passage (see Leviticus 14:16). From this additional 
mention of the left hand it may be derived that any unspecified reference 
to a hand is referring to the right hand. 


The Gemara challenges: But say that according to the hermeneutical 
principle that one restriction after another restriction serves only to 
amplify, it should be inferred from the additional specification of the 
left hand that the oil may be poured onto the priest’s right hand. The 
Gemara responds: Yet another specification of the left hand is written 
in that passage (see Leviticus 14:26). Accordingly, the hermeneutical 
principle that one restriction after another serves only to amplify does 
not apply. Instead, the verse indicates that here the left hand is required, 
and there is no other instance where the Torah requires the left hand. 


HALAKHA 

That remainder is prohibited - mw nix 
DVDN: In a case where the priest removed the 
handful from a meal offering and the remainder 
of the meal offering became ritually impure, was 
burned, became lost, or left the walls of the Tem- 
ple courtyard, then if at least a small portion of 
the remainder was still intact and valid, the priest 
burns the handful but the remainder is prohibited 
for consumption. The halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 11:20). 


NOTES 


Rabbi Yannai says that “of the meal offering” 
indicates that the priests may consume only 
the remainder of a meal offering that was 
previously whole — Maa Ana) Wax 9X2) 937 
323 ANT: The commentary on the Gemara 
follows the opinion that there is no halakhic 
disagreement between Ze’eiri and Rabbi Yan- 
nai. Rather, they disagree only with regard to 
the source of this halakha (Rashi in his second 
interpretation; Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). 
According to Rashi's first interpretation, Rabbi 
Yannai does disagree with Ze'eiri, as he derives 
from the verse that provided that the meal offer- 
ing was whole when the handful was removed 
from it, the handful is burned and the remainder 
may be consumed by the priests even if it later 
became lacking. 
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NOTES 
Four mentions of the left hand are written, 
two with regard to a poor leper and two with 
regard to a wealthy one — ‘213 mbxnw TWIN 
vwy ya y: Although there are differences 
between the offerings brought by a wealthy leper 
and those brought by a poor one, these differences 


concern only the burnt offering and the sin offer- 


ing. With regard to the lamb guilt offering and the 
log of oil through which the leper is purified, there 
is no difference between a wealthy and a poor 
leper. Nevertheless, the Torah repeats the details 
of the purification process for each of them (see 
Leviticus, chapter 14). 


It should be noted that there are various expla- 


nations of the precise manner in which Rabbi Zeira 
interprets these four specifications (see Rashi and 
commentary attributed to Rashba). 
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The Gemara challenges: But one can say that on the contrary, just 
as here the left hand is required, so too generally, the left hand is 
required as well. The Gemara responds: Four mentions of the left 
hand are written in the passage, two with regard to a poor leper 
(Leviticus 14:26-27), and two with regard to a wealthy one (Leviti- 
cus 14:15-16)." Accordingly, three of the specifications serve to indi- 
cate that the oil may be poured only onto the left hand, while the 
additional mention serves to restrict the use of the left hand to the 
case of a leper alone. 


Rabbi Yirmeya said to Rabbi Zeira: According to your opinion, one 
interprets homiletically the additional specifications in the passage 
discussing the purification of a leper. If so, there is another apparently 
superfluous verse: “Upon the thumb of his right hand, and upon 
the big toe ofhis right foot” (Leviticus 14:17), which is written with 
regard to the placement of the oil upon the right thumb and big toe 
of a wealthy leper. Why do I need the verse to specify that the oil is 
placed on the leper’s right thumb and big toe? 


After all, a verse already indicates that the oil must be placed on the 
right thumb and big toe, as it is written: “Upon the blood of the 
guilt offering” (Leviticus 14:17). Since the Torah has already speci- 
fied that the blood is placed upon the right thumb and big toe (Leviti- 
cus 14:14), it is clear that the oil is placed there as well. Similarly, why 
must the verse specify with regard to a poor leper that the oil is placed 
on the right thumb and big toe? Isnt already clear from the verse 
where the oil must be placed, as it states: “Upon the place of the 
blood of the guilt offering” (Leviticus 14:28)? The Gemara responds: 
One specification, stated with regard to a wealthy leper, serves to 
permit the placement of the oil on the sides of the thumb and sides 
of the big toe in addition to the nail side of the thumb and big toe, 
and one, stated with regard to a poor leper, serves to disqualify the 
sides of sides, i.e., their undersides. 


The Gemara inquires with regard to the verse: “Upon the blood of 
the guilt offering” (Leviticus 14:17), stated with regard to the puri- 
fication of a wealthy leper, and the verse: “Upon the place of the 
blood of the guilt offering” (Leviticus 14:28), stated with regard to 
the purification of a poor leper. For what purpose do they come," 
i.e., why are both verses necessary? 


The Gemara responds: These verses are necessary, because if the 

Merciful One had written only: “Upon the blood of the guilt offer- 
ing,” I would say: If the blood is still on the right thumb and big toe 

of the leper, yes, the priest places the oil upon the blood. But ifit was 

wiped from there, he does not place the oil. Therefore, the Merciful 

One writes: “Upon the place of the blood of the guilt offering,” 
indicating that the oil is placed upon the location of the blood, not 

necessarily upon the blood itself. 


NOTES 


For what purpose do they come - ny wid: Rashi explains that 
the Gemara is questioning the need for both verses, as the phrase 
“upon the blood of the guilt offering” already indicates that the 
oil must be placed upon the blood rather than beside the blood. 
Apparently the version of the Gemara that Rashi possessed read: 


Alternatively, the Gemara’s question focuses on the difference in 
terminology between the verses: For what purpose do they differ? 
Either both verses should state: Upon the blood of the guilt offering, 
or they should both state: Upon the place of the blood of the guilt 
offering (Tosafot). 


Why do | need, as opposed to: For what purpose do they come. 
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And conversely, if the Merciful One had written only: “Upon the place 
ofthe blood of the guilt offering,’ I would say: The oil is placed on his right 
thumb and big toe specifically when the blood was wiped from there. But 
if the blood is still there, I will say that the blood is an interposition 
between the oil and the thumb or toe. Therefore, the verse teaches us that 
the oil is placed “upon the blood of the guilt offering,’ and the blood is 
not considered an interposition. 


Rava said: Since it is written that the priest places the oil “upon the blood 
of the guilt offering,” and: “Upon the place of the blood of the guilt 
offering,’ and itis also written with regard to a wealthy leper (see Leviticus 
14:14) anda poor one (see Leviticus 14:25) that the right hand and foot are 
required for the placement of the blood, as the verses state: “Upon the 
thumb of his right hand, and upon the big toe ofhis right foot,’ and this 
is also written with regard to the oil of a wealthy leper (see Leviticus 
14:17) and a poor one (see Leviticus 14:28), one can ask: Why do I need 
all of these verses? 


Rather, Rava said: The verses that specify that the oil must be placed on 
the right thumb and big toe do not teach a halakha with regard to a leper, 
as it is clear that the oil must be placed on the right thumb and big toe, as 
it states: “Upon the place of the blood of the guilt offering.” Rather, these 
verses are the source of verbal analogies for other halakhot. When the verse 
states with regard to a wealthy leper: “Ofhis right hand” (Leviticus 14:17), 
this teaches a verbal analogy between the term “hand” written here and 

“hand” written with regard to the removal of a handful, as the verse states 
about the removal of a handful: “And he filled his hand from it” (Leviticus 
9:17). The verbal analogy teaches that the removal of the handful must also 
be performed with the right hand. 


Similarly, when the verse states: “Of his right foot” (Leviticus 14:17), with 
regard to a wealthy leper, this teaches a verbal analogy between the term 
“foot” written here and “foot” written with regard to the ritual through 
which the yavam, a man whose married brother died childless, frees his 
brother’s widow, the yevama, of her levirate bonds [halitza], as the verse 
states with regard to halitza: “And remove his shoe from upon his foot’ 
(Deuteronomy 25:9). The verbal analogy teaches that the shoe is removed 
from his right foot. 


> 


Additionally, when the verse states: “Upon the tip of the right ear of him 
that is to be cleansed” (Leviticus 14:17), with regard to a wealthy leper, this 
teaches a verbal analogy between the term “ear” written here and “ear’ 
written with regard to the piercing of a Hebrew slave’s ear with an awl, as 
the verse states: “And his master shall bore his ear through with an awl” 
(Exodus 21:6). The verbal analogy teaches that the slave's right ear is pierced. 


J 


The Gemara asks: With regard to the additional mention of the left hand 
in the verse dealing with the poor leper, for what purpose does it come?" 
Rav Sheisha, son of Rav Idi, said: It comes to disqualify the right hand 
ofa priest for the purification ofa leper. This teaches that you should not 
say: And ifin a place where the left side is not included, as sacrificial rites 
in general are disqualified when performed with the left hand, the right 
hand is included, i.e., those rites must be performed with the right hand, 
then in a place where the left hand is included, in the case of a leper, isn’t 
it logical that the right hand should also be included? Therefore, the verse 
repeats that the oil is poured into the priest’s left hand, in order to disqualify 
the right hand. 


The Gemara asks: And concerning the other verses that specify the left 
hand of a poor leper (Leviticus 14:26-27) as well as the right hand and 
foot ofa poor leper (Leviticus 14:25-28), for what purpose do they come? 
The Gemara responds: These verses come for that which the school of 
Rabbi Yishmael taught: Any passage that was stated in the Torah and 
was then repeated, was repeated only for the sake of a matter that was 
introduced for the first time in the repeated passage. That is, sometimes 
the Torah repeats an entire passage just to teach a single new detail. In this 
case, the verses that discuss the purification of a poor leper were repeated 
only for the sake of the differences in the offerings between a wealthy leper 
and a poor one. No additional halakha should be derived from them. 


NOTES 


The left hand in the verse dealing with the 
poor leper, for what purpose does it come — 
NDK od (aya) PONY: All of the commen- 
taries agree that the text of the Gemara is cor- 
rupt, as it is not discussing a verse that deals 
with the poor leper; rather, it is discussing the 
second mention of the left hand in the verses 
discussing a wealthy leper. Furthermore, it can- 
not be referring to the first mention of the left 
hand in the case of a wealthy leper, as that 
verse is necessary to teach that halakha itself, 
that the oil is in fact poured into the priest's 
left hand. 
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HALAKHA 

The foot of the right side, etc. — ^3) 3? hw Sym: 
When the priests would bring up the limbs of a 
burnt offering to the altar, one priest would carry 
the head and the right leg of the offering, holding 
the head in his right hand and the leg in his left. This 
teaches that any action that is not indispensable 
to the atonement may be performed with the left 
hand (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakor- 
banot 6:n; see also Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 
4:1 and Mahari Kurkus there). 


If one collected the blood with his left hand it 
is disqualified - bps bxnwa bap: Any sacrificial 
rite performed in the Temple must be performed 
with the right hand. If a priest used his left hand to 
perform a rite, it is not valid (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 5:18; see also Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 2:24). 
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§ Rabba bar bar Hana says that Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish says: 
Any place in the Torah in which it is stated that an action is 
performed with a finger or by the priesthood, i.e., that one uses 
his finger to perform the action or that a priest performs it, this 
teaches that it is performed only with the right hand. 


The Gemara comments: It might enter our mind to say that this 
means that we require both a finger and the priesthood to be 
stated together in the verse in order to mandate use of the right 
hand, e.g., as it is written: “And the priest shall take of the blood 
of the sin offering with his finger” (Leviticus 4:25). And the 
fact that this verse is referring to a finger from his right hand is 
derived from a leper, as it is written: “And the priest shall dip 
his right finger” (Leviticus 14:16). This cannot be correct, as 
there is the verse that addresses the removal of a handful from a 
meal offering, in which only the priesthood is written, and yet 
we learned in a mishna (6a): If the priest removed the handful 
with his left hand the meal offering is unfit. 


Therefore, Rava said: This statement means that if the verse men- 
tions either a finger or the priesthood, only the right hand may 
be used. 


Abaye said to Rava: But this is contradicted by the verse discuss- 
ing the conveyance of the limbs of the daily burnt offering to the 
ramp of the altar, as priesthood is written with regard to it, as 
it is written: “And the priest shall sacrifice the whole and make 
it smoke upon the altar” (Leviticus 1:13), and the Master said 
that this verse is referring to the conveyance of the limbs to the 
ramp. And yet we learned in a mishna (Tamid 31b): When the 
priest conveys the limbs to the ramp, the foot of the right side" 
of the offering is carried in the left hand of the priest, and the 
place of its skin, i.e., the side of the limb covered in skin, is held 
facing outward. Clearly, use of the left hand does not disqualify 
the conveyance of the limbs. 


The Gemara responds: When we say that if the verse states either 
finger or priesthood then the left hand is disqualified, this is only 
with regard to a matter that precludes atonement, i.e., a rite 
whose performance is indispensable to the atonement, similar to 
the sprinkling of the oil on the leper (see Leviticus 14:16). The 
conveyance of the limbs, by contrast, is not indispensable to 
atonement. 


The Gemara asks: But isn’t there the collection of the blood ina 
service vessel, which is a matter indispensable to atonement, 
and about which priesthood is written? As it is written: “And 
Aaron’s sons, the priests, shall present the blood” (Leviticus 
1:5), and this is referring to the collection of the blood. And yet 
we learned ina mishna (Zevahim 1sb): If one collected the blood 
with his left hand, the blood is disqualified" for offering, and 
Rabbi Shimon deems it fit, despite the fact that priesthood is 
mentioned in the verse. 


The Gemara responds: You are saying that there is a difficulty 
according to the opinion of Rabbi Shimon? Rabbi Shimon 
requires that both matters appear in the verse, i.e., both finger 
and priesthood. 


The Gemara asks: And does Rabbi Shimon really require both? 
But isn’t it taught in a baraita: Rabbi Shimon says: In any place 
in the Torah in which the word hand is stated, the verse is refer- 
ring only to the right hand, and whenever a verse mentions the 
word finger, it is referring only to a finger of the right hand? The 
Gemara responds: According to Rabbi Shimon, if the verse men- 
tions only the word finger, it does not require a mention of the 
priesthood as well for the limitation to apply. But if the verse 
mentions only the priesthood, it requires mention of the term 
finger for the limitation to apply. 
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The Gemara asks: But according to Rabbi Shimon, if the mention 
of the priesthood alone does not suffice to disqualify the right hand, 
then why do I need the superfluous reference to a priest with regard 
to the collection of the blood? After all, the verse already states that 
the collection must be performed by the sons of Aaron. The Gemara 
responds: The additional mention of the priesthood indicates that 
a priest must perform the collection of the blood in his priestly state, 
i.e., while wearing the priestly vestments. 


The Gemara asks: But isn’t there the sprinkling of the blood, con- 
cerning which only the priesthood is written in the verse, and we 

learned: If one sprinkled the blood with his left hand it is disquali- 
fied; and Rabbi Shimon does not disagree with this ruling, indicat- 
ing that Rabbi Shimon holds that a mention of the priesthood does 

not require a mention of the word finger? Abaye says: He disagrees 

with this ruling in a baraita,’ as it is taught in a baraita: If one col- 
lected the blood with his left hand it is disqualified, and Rabbi 

Shimon deems it fit. Additionally, if one sprinkled the blood with 

his left hand it is disqualified, and Rabbi Shimon deems it fit. 


The Gemara asks: But that which Rava says with regard to the 
superfluous terms in the passage discussing a leper: One derives a 
verbal analogy between the word “hand” written in that passage and 
the word “hand” written with regard to the removal of a handful 
from a meal offering, to indicate that the latter must also be per- 
formed with the right hand, why do I need this verbal analogy? One 
can derive that the handful must be removed with the right hand 
from the verse’s mention of the priesthood, as it is stated: “And the 
priest shall remove his handful” (Leviticus 5:12). 


The Gemara responds: Both derivations are necessary, one for the 
removal of the handful from a meal offering, and one for the sanc- 
tification of the handful, i.e., placing it into a second service vessel. 
Both must be performed with the right hand. 


The Gemara asks: And according to Rabbi Shimon, who does not 
require sanctification of the handful, or according to the one who 
says that Rabbi Shimon also requires the sanctification of the 
handful but that he deems the sanctification fit when performed 
with the left hand (see 26a), why do I need the verbal analogy of 
Rava between “hand” and “hand”? 


If one suggests that it is necessary to indicate that the removal of 
the handful itself must be performed with the right hand, this can- 
not be, since this is derived from the verse cited by Rabbi Yehuda, 
son of Rabbi Hiyya.” As Rabbi Yehuda, son of Rabbi Hiyya, says: 
What is the reason that Rabbi Shimon does not require that the 


ORI NNKY NI handful be sanctified in a service vessel? As the verse states with 
regard to the meal offering: “It is most holy, as the sin offering, and 
as the guilt offering” (Leviticus 6:10). 
PERSONALITIES 
Rabbi Yehuda son of Rabbi Hiyya — xm att ma mpm a: Rabbi Rabbi Yehuda was famous in his own right, not only for his Torah 


Yehuda was one of the twin sons of Rabbi Hiyya the Great, whowas knowledge but also for his righteousness, to the extent that his 
himself a contemporary and disciple-colleague of Rabbi Yehuda father-in-law, Rabbi Yannai, who was himself an important scholar, 
HaNasi. Rabbi Yehuda, together with his twin brother Hizkiyya, stud- would accord Rabbi Yehuda great respect. Rabbi Yehuda died at 
ied under his father as well as under Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and his a young age, and it is for this reason that he is not often cited in 
disciples. Rabbi Yehuda and Hizkiyya are sometimes cited together the Gemara. 

in the Gemara as Yehuda and Hizkiyya, the sons of Rabbi Hiyya. 


he publisher 


BACKGROUND 


Baraita - xr»: Literally, the word baraita means 
external, and it is used to refer to tannaitic material 
that was not included in the final compilation of 
the Mishna. When Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi redacted 
the canon of tannaitic material it was necessary to 
exclude much of it from the Mishna. The baraitot, 
some of which comprise other collections, contain 
variant texts and other important material. 
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Rabbi Yehuda, son of Rabbi Hiyya, elaborates: The verse compares 
the meal offering to a sin offering and a guilt offering. Therefore, ifthe 
priest comes to perform the burning of the handful with his hand, 
he performs it with his right hand, like in the case of a sin offering, 
whose blood is sprinkled with the hand. And ifhe comes to perform 
it with a vessel, i.e., if he first sanctifies the handful in a service vessel, 
then he may perform it with his left hand, like in the case of a guilt 
offering, whose blood is sprinkled from a vessel. Since the removal 
of the handful is performed with the hand, the verse indicates that it 
must be performed with the right hand, and the verbal analogy is 
unnecessary. 


The Gemara responds: The verbal analogy is necessary only for the 
handful of the meal offering of a sinner, to teach that it must be 
removed with the right hand. It might enter your mind to say: Since 
Rabbi Shimon says that this offering does not require oil and frank- 
incense so that a sinner’s offering will not be of superior quality, 
perhaps when the priest removed the handful with his left hand, 
which is a manner of inferior quality, it should be fit as well. The 
verbal analogy therefore teaches us that the handful must always be 
removed with the right hand, even in the case of the meal offering of 
a sinner. 


§ The mishna teaches: If a priest removed the handful of flour, and 
a stone or a grain of salt emerged in his hand, 


or a pinch of frankincense emerged in his hand, the meal offering is 
unfit, as the handful lacks a full measure on account of these items. 
The Gemara asks: Why do I need all these examples? Any one of them 
would convey the fact that the handful must contain a full measure. 


The Gemara explains: All of the cases are necessary. Because if the 
mishna had taught only the example of a stone, it might have been 
thought that only a stone diminishes the measure of the handful, 
because it is not fit for sacrifice. But with regard to salt, which is fit 
for sacrifice, as the priest places salt on the handful before burning it 
upon the altar, one might say that the handful should be fit, as the 
salt should not subtract from the handful’s measure. 


And if the mishna had taught only the example of salt, it might have 
been thought that the salt diminishes the handful’s measure as it was 
not initially fixed together with the entire meal offering. The reason 
is that the priest salts the handful alone. But with regard to the 
frankincense, which was initially fixed together with the entire meal 
offering, i.e., it is placed upon the meal offering before the priest 
removes a handful from it, one might say that the handful should be 
fit and the frankincense should not diminish from the handful’s mea- 
sure. Therefore, the mishna teaches us that in any of these instances 
the meal offering is unfit. 


§ The mishna teaches that if a stone, ora grain of salt, or a pinch of 
frankincense emerged in the priest’s hand together with the handful, 
the meal offering is unfit due to the fact that the Sages said: The 
handful that is lacking or that is outsized is unfit. The Gemara asks: 
Why does the tanna explain that the offering is not valid specifically 
because it is lacking or outsized? But let the tanna derive that such 
a handful is not valid due to the fact that there is an interposition 
between the priest’s hand and the handful. Rabbi Yirmeya says: 
Since there are certain instances where these items do not interpose 
between one’s hand and the handful, e.g., when they are located on 
the side of the handful, the mishna teaches that they disqualify the 
handful due to the fact that they reduce its measure. 
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§ Abaye said to Rava: How do the priests properly remove the 
handful" from a meal offering? Rava said to him: They remove it 
as people normally remove handfuls, by folding all of their fingers 
over the palm of the hand. Abaye raised an objection to Rava from 
a baraita discussing the mitzva function of each of the fingers: This 
small finger is for measuring a span (see Exodus 28:16), i.e., the 
distance between the thumb and the little finger. This fourth finger 
is used for removal of a handful from the meal offering, i.e., the 
measurement of a handful begins from this finger, as the priest 
removes a handful by folding the middle three fingers over his palm. 


Furthermore, this middle finger is used for measuring a cubit, the 
distance from the elbow to the tip of the middle finger. This forefin- 
ger, next to the thumb, is the finger used to sprinkle the blood of 
offerings on the altar. And finally, this thumb is the one on which 
the blood and oil is placed during the purification ritual of a leper 
(see Leviticus 14:17). Evidently, the little finger is not used in the 
removal of a handful. 


The Gemara responds: The little finger is used only for the purposes 

of leveling the handful, that is to say, the priest first removes a 
handful with a full hand," i.e., all of his fingers, so that it should 
not be lacking in measure, and then he wipes away the protruding 
flour with his little finger from the bottom, and with his thumb 
from the top. 


The Gemara asks: How is the removal of the handful performed? 
Rav Zutra bar Toviyya says that Rav says: When the priest places 
his hand in the meal offering, he bends his middle three fingers 
until the tips of his fingers reach over the palm of his hand, and he 
then removes the handful. 


NOTES 


The little finger is used only for leveling...he first removes a 
handful with a full hand, etc. -^31 07 xb yotp...ntwitd sre: 
According to this explanation, Rava holds that the priest initially 
removes a handful with all of his fingers and only then does he 
wipe away from the bottom with his little finger. If so, Rava’s 
opinion contradicts the baraita cited later on, as well as the 
opinion of Rav, according to which the priest initially removes 
the flour with only his middle three fingers. It should be noted 
that this explanation, introduced by the term: That is to say, does 
not appear in certain versions of the Gemara. Rashi states that 
when Rava said that handfuls are removed as people normally 
remove handfuls, he meant that all five fingers are used in the 
process of the removal. Nevertheless, Rava concurs that the 


flour is actually removed with only the middle three fingers. 


According to this opinion, Rava is saying that the wiping of the 
handful with the priest's thumb and little finger is part of the 
rite of the removal, and must therefore be performed with the 
right hand (see Tosafot on Ketubot 5b). Similarly, it cannot be 
performed by a second priest (Hazon Ish). 


How do the priests properly remove the handful - t¥°5 
pynip: The handful of a meal offering is removed as anyone 
would remove a handful, i.e., the priest extends all of his fingers 


across the palm of his hand until the flour is secured in his hand, 
whereupon he removes it from the rest of the meal offering. 


This ruling of the Rambam is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rav Pappa rather than that of the baraita, and therefore the 
opinion that the rite of the removal of the handful is considered 
a particularly difficult rite is rejected (Rambam's Commentary 


= HALAKHA | 


Position of priest's hand after smoothing out the handful 


on the Mishna). Other early commentaries maintain that the 
priest extends only his middle three fingers over his palm, and 
that in the case of pan and deep-pan meal offerings, he uses 
his thumb and little finger to wipe away the protruding pieces 


from his hand, as stated in the baraita (see Likkutei Halakhot). 


The Radbaz writes that even the Rambam agrees that in the 
case of pan and deep-pan meal offerings the priest removes 


the flour with his middle three fingers (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 


Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 13:13). 
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The Gemara notes that this is also taughtin a baraita. From the verse 

that states: “And he shall remove from there his handful” (Leviticus 

2:2), one might have thought that the handful should be overflow- 
ing. Therefore, another verse states: “And he shall take up from it 
with his handful [bekumtzo]” (Leviticus 6:8). The prefix that means 

“with” can also mean: In, indicating that the proper measure of a 

handful is that which is contained within one’s fingers alone. 


The baraita continues: If the measurement of a handful is deter- 
mined by the term “with his handful,” one might have thought that 

the priest removes a handful with his fingertips, i.e., that a handful 

consists of that which the priest removes by folding his fingers onto 

themselves. Therefore, the verse states: “His handful,” indicating 

that the handful must be full and not merely that which is contained 

within his fingers. How so? He scoops by closing his three fingers 

over the palm of his hand, and in this way takes a handful from the 

flour of the meal offering. 


The baraita continues: In the case of a pan meal offering and that of 
a deep-pan meal offering,’ when the flour was fried before being 
scooped and was therefore hard, the priest wipes away with his 
thumb any flour that was overflowing above his handful, and with 
his little finger he wipes away the flour that was pushing out below. 
And this precise taking of the handful of a meal offering is the most 
difficult sacrificial rite in the Temple, as the priest must wipe 
away any protruding elements without removing any flour from 
the handful itself. 


The Gemara asks: This one is the hardest sacrificial rite, and no 
other? But isn’t there pinching" the nape of the neck of a bird 
offering, which is also considered extremely difficult to perform, and 
isn’t there the scooping of the handful of incense" by the High 
Priest on Yom Kippur, another rite that is extremely difficult to 
perform? Rather, the baraita means that this taking of the handful 
of a meal offering is one of the most difficult sacrificial rites in 
the Temple. 


NOTES 


With his fingertips — »nivaxy weeta: According to Rashi, this means 
that the priest does not spread his fingers across his palm, but folds 
his fingers onto themselves in such a manner that none of the flour 
is contained in the palm. Others explain that the priest removes flour 
with the tips of his fingers and his thumb (Ra’avad in his commentary 
on Torat Kohanim). 


In the case of a pan meal offering and that of a deep-pan meal 
offering - nypa namaa: These meal offerings are fried and then 
broken into pieces before their handfuls are removed (see 75b). Con- 
sequently, when the priest removes a handful, there will certainly be 
pieces protruding from his fingers that must be wiped away. Such a 
procedure is exceptionally difficult, as the priest must ensure that he 
does not add to or detract from the proper amount of the handful, all 
while using only his thumb and little finger (see Josafot and Mevoei 
HaKodashim). Likewise, the Gemara (54a) says that the removal of 
the handful from the meal offering of a sinner is also exceptionally 
difficult, as the flour falls easily from the priest's hand, because there 
is no oil mixed with it. By contrast, other meal offerings of flour have 
oil mixed into them, which renders the removal of their handfuls easier 
(see Tosafot on Yoma 49b). 


But isn't there pinching - apn KDT: The difficulty in the perfor- 
mance of this act stems from the fact that the priest must hold the bird 
steady in a particular manner with only one hand. Others explain that 
the difficulty is that the priest pinches its nape using the thumbnail of 
the same hand with which he is holding the bird (see Zevahim 64b). 
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And isn't there the scooping of the handful of incense — x2°«7) 
mya: According to Rashi, the Gemara is not referring to the stage 
when the incense is initially taken and placed into a bowl, as this is no 
more difficult than any other act of scooping. Rather, it is referring to 
later in the rite, after the High Priest lowers the coal pan onto the floor 
of the Holy of Holies. At this point the High Priest scoops the incense 
from inside the bowl into his hands in order to place it upon the coals 
(see Yoma 49b and Rambam's Commentary on the Mishna, Yoma 1:5). 


Pinching the nape of a bird with the hand that holds it 
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Rav Pappa said: It is obvious to me that the term “his handful” 
means that the removal of the handful from a meal offering should 
be performed ab initio in the manner that people usually remove a 
handful," with their fingertips angled to the side. Rav Pappa raises 
a dilemma: What is the halakha if the priest removed a handful 
with his fingertips," i.e., if he placed his hand horizontally over the 
meal offering and filled his palm with flour by closing his fingers to 
his palm? Does this disqualify the taking of the handful or not? 


Similarly, ifthe priest took a handful from the sides," by passing the 
back of his hand back and forth over the flour in the vessel so that 
the flour collected in his palm by way of the side of his palm, what 
is the halakha? Furthermore, if he took the handful with the back of 
his hand placed downward in the vessel, and with his fingers he 
collected the flour upward into his palm, what is the halakha? Are 
the handfuls removed in this manner fit for sacrifice? The Gemara 
states: These dilemmas shall stand unresolved.® 


Rav Pappa said: It is obvious to me that when the Torah states: “His 
handful” (Leviticus 16:12), in the context of the scooping of hand- 
fuls of incense by the High Priest on Yom Kippur," it means in the 
manner that people usually scoop a handful, by placing the backs 
of their hands into the vessel and bringing their hands together. Rav 
Pappa raises a dilemma: What is the halakha if the High Priest 
scooped a handful with his fingertips? What is the halakha if he 
took a handful from the sides? What is the halakha if he scooped 
a handful with this hand and with that hand separately and then 
brought them together? The Gemara states: These dilemmas shall 
stand unresolved. 


Rav Pappa raises yet another dilemma: If the priest took the hand- 
ful from the vessel containing the meal offering and stuck the hand- 
ful" onto the side of the second vessel in order to sanctify it, i.e., the 

handful was not placed directly into the vessel, what is the halakha? 

Do we require that the handful be inside the vessel, and that is the 

case here? Or perhaps we require that the handful be placed prop- 
erly inside the vessel, and that is not the case in this instance. No 

answer is found, and the Gemara concludes: The dilemma shall 

stand unresolved. 


Mar bar Rav Ashi raises a similar dilemma: If the priest overturned 
the vessel and stuck the handful to the underside of the vessel, in 
a case where there was an indentation on the underside, what is the 
halakha? Do we require that the handful be placed inside the vessel, 
and that requirement is fulfilled here, as the handful is within the 
indentation? Or perhaps we require that it be placed properly in 
the vessel, and that is not the case here. The Gemara states: The 
dilemma shall stand unresolved. 


BACKGROUND 


Shall stand unresolved [teiku]- 37m: Various explanations have 
been suggested with regard to the etymology of this term. One 
explanation is that it is an abbreviated version of tikom, let it stand. 
Another is that its source is the word tik, a case or pouch, whose 
contents are unknown, just like the resolution of the dilemma is 
unknown to us, as though it were hidden inside a case (Arukh). 


What is the halakha. ..with his fingertips, etc. — pnivayx wx 
DVRA: If one removed the handful with his fingertips or from the 
sides, he should not burn it upon the altar. If he burns it, it effects 
acceptance. Since the dilemmas of Rav Pappa were left unresolved, 
the halakha is lenient after the fact (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 13:13 and Kesef Mishne there). 


In the manner that people scoop a handful — wax 19773: The 
High Priest scoops the incense on Yom Kippur as anyone would 


HALAKHA 


Although not the literal meaning, some interpret the term as an 
acrostic for the Hebrew phrase: Tishbi yetaretz kushyot uve‘ayot, 
or: The Tishbite, i.e., Elijah the prophet, will resolve questions and 
dilemmas (Tosefot Yom Tov). This idea refers to the tradition that 
when Elijah returns to announce the coming of the Messiah, he 
will also reveal the solutions to outstanding halakhic difficulties. 


scoop it, i.e., by placing both of his hands into the bowl of incense 
and then bringing them together. If he scooped the handful with 
the tips of his fingers, or from the sides, or by placing his hand 
above the incense and scooping the incense into his palm using 
his fingers, or if he scooped with each hand separately, the hala- 
kha in all of these cases is uncertain, and therefore he should not 
sacrifice the incense ab initio. If he sacrifices it, it effects accep- 
tance (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Avodat Yom HaKippurim 41, 
5:28). 


NOTES 


Rav Pappa said, it is obvious to me that the term 
his handful means in the manner that people usu- 
ally remove a handful - xbn b KWD NBD INWIN 
WI ¥IPTD isap: The commentaries explain that 
Rav Pappa is not referring to the number of fingers 
used for removing the flour from the meal offering, 
but to the manner in which the priest places his 
hand into the flour. According to Rashi, one normally 
removes a handful by placing his hand into the flour 
so that the sides of his fingers are facing downward, 
before folding those fingers onto his palm. Oth- 
ers explain that the normal manner of removing a 
handful is by placing one’s palm onto the flour and 
hen pressing one’s fingers through the flour until 
his fingertips are folded onto the palm of his hand 
(Rabbeinu Elyakim on Yoma 47b). 


Position of hand in taking a common handful 


With his fingertips — »niyaxts wa: According 
to Rashi and Tosafot, Rav Pappa is not referring to 
the same situation as the baraita cited earlier in the 
Gemara, where one takes only the flour contained 
within his fingers. Rather, he is referring to a case 
where one inserts his fingers into the flour with his 
palm resting upon the surface of the flour, using his 
fingers to raise the flour into his palm. Some com- 
mentaries explain that the problem with removing a 
handful in such a manner is that the flour is not taken 
with the priest's palm, but is elevated into it with his 
fingers (Meiri on Yoma 47b). 


From the sides - 7177 p: Rashi here states that the 
priest passes the back of his hand over the flour until 
he flour collects in the palm of his hand from the 
sides. Rashi on Yoma 47b explains that this motion 
caused the flour to collect in his palm from between 
his extended fingers. Accordingly, the phrase: From 
he sides, means that the flour collected in his hand 
in an unusual manner. Rashi here also suggests that 
Rav Pappa may be referring to a case where the 
priest removed the handful from the sides of the 
vessel rather than from the middle, which would 
have been the typical manner (see also Rabbeinu 
Gershom Meor HaGola and Rabbeinu Elyakim on 
Yoma 47b). Others suggest that the priest tilted the 
vessel containing the meal offering onto its side until 
a handful fell into his palm (Meiri). 


HALAKHA 

Stuck the handful, etc. - ^31) yip? mpaT: If the 
priest stuck the handful onto the side of the vessel 
and then removed it, or if he flipped the vessel onto 
his hand and then removed a handful from it while 
the vessel remained upside down, he should not 
burn the handful upon the altar ab initio. If he burns 
it, it effects acceptance. The halakha is lenient, as 
the dilemmas of Rav Pappa were left unresolved 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 
11:25 and Kesef Mishne there). 
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HALAKHA 
Decreased its oil — Ayaw yen: If one decreased the 
oil of a meal offering to less than its appropriate 


measure, the offering is disqualified (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 11:8). 


Increased its oil...where he separated two log of 
oil for the meal offering — WaT 1133... 739 
pad nw ato: All meal offerings that are sacrificed 
upon the altar require one log of oil for every tenth 
of an ephah of flour. If one increased the oil but there 
was still less than two /og of oil for every tenth of an 
ephah, the meal offering remains fit. If he placed 
more than this, it is disqualified. This ruling of the 
Rambam is in accordance with Rabbi Eliezer's inter- 
pretation of the mishna, as the Rambam maintains 
that according to Rabbi Eliezer any amount less 
than two /og of oil per tenth of an ephah does not 
disqualify an offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Mavaseh Hakorbanot 12:7 and Hilkhot Pesulei HaMuk- 
dashin 11:9). 


Non-sacred oil or the oil of another offering — 
mya pun pars paw: If any amount of oil from 

another meal offering or any non-sacred oil fell into 

a meal offering, the meal offering is disqualified 

(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 

11:8). 


NOTES 


Increased its oil, etc. — 13) Aaaw ma: With regard 
to those meal offerings that require oil, the ratio 
of oil to flour is one /og of oil for every tenth of an 
ephah of flour, in accordance with the verse: “And 
one tenth part of an ephah of fine flour mingled 
with oil for a meal offering, and a /og of oil” (Leviti- 
cus 14:21). The proper amount of frankincense for 
meal offerings is one handful (106a; see also Torat 
Kohanim on Leviticus 2:1). Although the mishna does 
not explicitly mention the halakha of an increase or 
decrease in the amount of flour, it is clear from the 
Tosefta (1:17) that such a change does disqualify the 
meal offering. 
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MI S HNA How does the priest perform" the 

removal of a handful? He extends his 
fingers onto the palm of his hand. If one increased its oil," 
decreased its oil," or decreased its frankincense, beyond the 


appropriate measures, the meal offering is unfit. 
What are the circumstances of a case 


GE MA where the meal offering is disqualified 


due to the fact that one increased its oil? Rabbi Eliezer says: 
The circumstances are a case where he separated two log of oil 
for the meal offering" instead of one log, and mixed them into a 
tenth of an ephah of flour. The Gemara raises a difficulty: And 
let Rabbi Eliezer interpret the mishna as referring to a case 
where he mixed non-sacred oil or the oil of another meal 
offering" into the meal offering. 


And if you would say that non-sacred oil and the oil ofanother 
meal offering do not disqualify a meal offering, Rav Zutra bar 
Toviyya objects to this claim: If that is so, then with regard to 
the meal offering of a sinner, of which it is stated (sob) that oil 
disqualifies it, how can you find the circumstances where it is 
in fact disqualified? 


Rav Zutra bar Toviyya elaborates: If you suggest that he mixed 
its own oil into the flour, such a case does not exist, as the meal 
offering of a sinner does not have any oil. If he mixed non- 
sacred oil or that of another meal offering into the flour, the 
meal offering should not be disqualified, as you said that such 
oil does not disqualify a meal offering. And if you would say 
that he designated oil for his meal offering and mixed it into 
the flour despite the Torah prohibition against mixing oil into it, 
I say that since the meal offering of a sinner does not have oil 
at all, any oil that he separates and mixes into it is considered 
non-sacred, and you have already said that non-sacred oil does 
not disqualify a meal offering. 


The Gemara responds: In fact, non-sacred oil and the oil of 
another meal offering do disqualify a meal offering, and Rabbi 
Eliezer is speaking utilizing the style of: It is not necessary, as 
follows: It is not necessary to say that non-sacred oil and the 
oil of another meal offering disqualify a meal offering. But in a 
case where one separated two log for his meal offering, since 
this first log is fit for the meal offering, and that second log is 
also fit for it, one might say that even when he mixes both log 
into the meal offering, it should not disqualify the meal offering. 
Therefore, Rabbi Eliezer teaches us that the meal offering is 
disqualified in this case as well. 


The Gemara asks: And from where does Rabbi Eliezer derive 
this conclusion? Rava said: The terminology of the mishna 
posed a difficulty for him, as one can ask: Why does the tanna 
specifically teach that the meal offering is disqualified if he 
increased its oil, which indicates that he increased it with oil 
belonging to the offering itself? Let the mishna teach simply: 
He increased the oil. Rather, this is what the mishna teaches 
us: That even though he initially separated two log of oil for 
the meal offering, its own oil disqualifies the offering when there 
is too much. 


§ The mishna teaches that if one decreased its frankincense 
beyond its appropriate measure, the meal offering is unfit. Con- 
cerning this, the Sages taught in a baraita: If one decreased its 
frankincense to the point that the amount stood at only one 
pinch, it is disqualified, but if the decreased amount stood at 
two pinches, it is fit; this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. 
Rabbi Shimon says: If the decreased amount stood at one 
pinch, it is fit; less than that, it is disqualified. 
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The Gemara asks: But isn’t it taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon 
says: A handful of flour or frankincense that was decreased by any 
amount from its full measure is disqualified? The Gemara answers 
that one should teach the baraita as follows: A pinch of frankin- 
cense that was decreased by any amount is disqualified. And if 
you wish, say instead that here, the first cited statement of Rabbi 
Shimon, is referring to the case of frankincense that comes with a 
meal offering, and this frankincense is disqualified only when there 
is less than a pinch, whereas there, the second statement of Rabbi 
Shimon, is referring to the case of frankincense that comes by 
itself." Such frankincense is disqualified if it comprises any less than 
its full measure. 


Rabbi Yitzhak bar Yosef says that Rabbi Yohanan says: There are 
three disputes of tanna’im with regard to the matter. Rabbi Meir 
holds" that the priest must remove a handful at the beginning, and 
ultimately the entire handful must be burned upon the altar. And 
Rabbi Yehuda holds that the priest must remove a handful at the 
beginning, and ultimately at least two pinches" from it must be 
burned upon the altar. And Rabbi Shimon holds that the priest 
must remove a handful at the beginning and ultimately at least 
one pinch from it must be burned upon the altar. 


And all three of them interpret a single verse differently. The verse 

states: “And he shall take up from there his handful, of the fine flour 

of the meal offering, and of the oil of it, and [ve’et] all the frankin- 
cense that is upon the meal offering, and shall make it smoke upon 

the altar” (Leviticus 6:8). Rabbi Meir holds that one may not make 

the offering smoke upon the altar unless there remains the entire 

measure of frankincense that was initially fixed together with the 

meal offering. And Rabbi Yehuda holds that when the verse states: 

“All [kol]; it is referring to any part of the frankincense, even a single 

pinch, as kol can mean any amount (see 11 Kings 2:4). And when 

the verse states: “Ef,” this serves to include another pinch. Accord- 
ingly, at least two pinches must remain to be burned upon the altar. 
And Rabbi Shimon interprets the word “all” in the same manner as 

does Rabbi Yehuda, but he does not interpret and derive a halakha 

from the term “et,” and he therefore holds that only one pinch must 

remain to be burned. 


And Rabbi Yitzhak bar Yosef further says that Rabbi Yohanan 
says: The dispute between these tanna’im is with regard to frank- 
incense that comes with a meal offering. But with regard to frank- 
incense that comes by itself," everyone, even Rabbi Yehuda and 
Rabbi Shimon, agrees that the priest must bring a handful at the 
beginning, and ultimately the entire handful must be burned upon 
the altar. For this reason it was necessary for the verse to state: 
“That is upon the meal offering,’ as this indicates that together 
with a meal offering, yes, one may burn the frankincense even if 
there remains only a Lae or two, but with regard to frankincense 


Frankincense that comes by itself - magy 252 7K miD: 
An individual may take a vow to bring an offering of frankincense by 
itself, and its measure is one handful (see 106b). Since in this case the 
frankincense is the entire offering, it must contain a full measure. 


Rabbi Meir holds - 329 7x19 37; Rabbi Meir’s opinion is not cited 
explicitly either in the mishna or in the baraita. Rashi explains that the 


NOTES 
mishna itself is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir. This is in 
accordance with the principle (see Megilla 2a) that any unattributed 
mishna represents the opinion of Rabbi Meir. Consequently, when 
the mishna states: If he decreased its frankincense the meal offering is 
unfit, this means that it is unfit if he decreased it by any amount. Other 
commentaries claim that the mishna can be interpreted in accordance 
with the opinions of any of these tanna‘im (Likkutei Halakhot). 
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HALAKHA 


A handful at the beginning and ultimately 
at least two pinches - pop awa nyna yaip 
102: All meal offerings that are sacrificed upon 
the altar require a handful of frankincense. If 
one used less than this, the offering is valid 
provided that there are at least two pinches 
of frankincense. If there is less than that the 
offering is disqualified. Although the mishna is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, 
Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Shimon disagree with 
him, and the halakha follows the majority. The 
Kesef Mishne adds that the halakha is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda in a 
dispute between him and Rabbi Shimon (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 
12:7 and Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 11:8). 


Frankincense that comes by itself - mja 
TAYY 1993 ANAM: If one took a vow to sacrifice 
a handful of frankincense by itself, it must be a 
complete handful from the beginning of its sac- 
rificial process until the end. If it was decreased 
by any amount it is disqualified (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 11:17). 
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NOTES 


A case where he separated two handfuls for 
the meal offering - pap aw mb way pina: 
If he separated more than one handful but less 
than two, it is not disqualified (Rashi). The reason 
is that the measure of a handful is itself some- 
what subjective, as a larger hand will remove 
a larger handful (commentary attributed to 
Rashba). Alternatively, as there are tanna’im who 
consider a handful that was diminished to less 
than its full measure fit for sacrifice, it is evident 
that the requirement to sacrifice specifically a 
handful is not absolute, and consequently, if one 
increased its measure slightly, it likewise remains 
valid (Keren Ora). 
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And Rabbi Yitzhak bar Yosef says that Rabbi Yohanan says: The 

dispute between these tanna’im is with regard to frankincense 
that comes with a meal offering. But with regard to frankin- 
cense that comes in bowls" together with the shewbread, every- 
one, even Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Shimon, agrees that there 
must be two handfuls in the beginning, one handful for each 
bowl, and ultimately there must also be two handfuls. 


The Gemara asks: Isn’t it obvious that this is the case, as with 
regard to this halakha the verse does not state the term: All, from 
which one might derive that it is referring to any part of the frank- 
incense? The Gemara explains: This ruling is necessary, lest you 
say that since the frankincense in the bowls comes together with 
bread, i.e., the shewbread, it should be considered as: “Frankin- 
cense that is upon the meal offering” (Leviticus 6:8), and there- 
fore Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Shimon claim that one may sacrifice 
it even if less than two handfuls remain. Rabbi Yitzhak bar Yosef 
teaches us that this is not the case. 


The Gemara notes: Rabbi Ami and Rabbi Yitzhak Nappaha dis- 
agree with regard to the case of frankincense that comes by itself. 
One says that the dispute between the tanna’im with regard to 
whether or nota handful of frankincense that became lacking may 
be sacrificed upon the altar applies only with regard to frankin- 
cense that comes with a meal offering, but with regard to frank- 
incense that comes by itself, everyone agrees that the priest must 
remove a handful at the beginning and ultimately the entire 
handful must be burned upon the altar. And one says: Just 
as there is a dispute in this case, so too, there is a dispute in that 
case. 


Q The mishna teaches that if the priest decreased its frankincense 
beyond its appropriate measure, the meal offering is unfit. The 
Gemara infers from this statement that ifhe increased its frankin- 
cense, it is fit. The Gemara asks: But isn’t it taught in a baraita that 
if he increased its frankincense the meal offering is disqualified? 
Rami bar Hama said: The baraita rules that the meal offering is 
disqualified in a case where he separated two handfuls of frank- 
incense for the meal offering and placed both of them onto the 
meal offering. 


And Rami bar Hama says: In a case where one separated two 
handfuls of frankincense for the meal offering and subsequently 
lost one of them," if it was lost before the removal of the handful 
of the meal offering, the additional frankincense was not fixed 
with the meal offering, and therefore it does not disqualify the 
meal offering. But if this occurred after the removal of the handful 
of the meal offering, since both handfuls were already fixed with 
the meal offering, it is disqualified, as he increased its frankincense 
by a large amount. 


HALAKHA 


Frankincense that comes in bowls — pa»33 nyan mid: The two 
bowls of frankincense that accompany the shewbread must each 
contain one handful, from the time of the initial placement of the 
frankincense inside the bowls until their sacrifice upon the altar. 
If the frankincense in either bowl was decreased by any amount, 
they are both disqualified (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 11:17). 


A case where he separated two handfuls for the meal offering - 
pynp ow ay waw isa: In a case where one increased the amount 
of frankincense in a meal offering, if the amount stood at less than 
two handfuls the offering remains valid. If he increased it to the 
point that there were two handfuls or more, it is disqualified, as 


MENAHOT : PEREK 1I: 11B: WAT’ pa 


stated by Rami bar Hama (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 11:9). 


One separated two handfuls of frankincense for it and subse- 
quently lost one of them — (A TY 12%) psan w ay wpm: Ina 
case where one separated two handfuls of frankincense for a single 
meal offering and one of those handfuls was lost, if it was lost before 
the removal of the handful of the meal offering, the offering is valid, 
as the additional handful of frankincense was not fixed together with 
the meal offering. If it was lost after the removal of the handful, then 
the additional frankincense was already fixed with the meal offering 
and therefore disqualified the offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 11:18). 
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And Rami bar Hama says: In a case where one separated four 
handfuls of frankincense for placement in the two bowls" that 
accompany the shewbread, and two of them were subsequently lost, 
the halakha depends on when they were lost. If they were lost before 
the removal of the bowls from the Table of the shewbread, then the 
additional frankincense was not yet fixed with the shewbread, and 
the frankincense remains fit for sacrifice. But if they were lost after 
the removal of the bowls, then all four handfuls were already fixed 
with the shewbread, and therefore the frankincense is disqualified. 


The Gemara asks: Why do I also need this? This statement of Rami 
bar Hama is identical to that previous statement, as the burning of 
the frankincense permits the shewbread for consumption just as the 
frankincense permits the meal offering for consumption. Conse- 
quently, the removal of the bowls of frankincense is comparable to 
the removal of the handful from a meal offering. 


The Gemara explains: The last statement of Rami bar Hama is neces- 
sary, lest you say that since the handful of frankincense of the shew- 
bread is already considered designated for burning, as it is placed in 
a separate bowl and burned in its entirety, then once the time arrives 
for removing the bowls from upon the Table of the shewbread, it is 
considered as though the bowls were already removed, and the 
shewbread should therefore be disqualified on account of the addi- 
tional frankincense. Therefore, Rami bar Hama teaches us that the 
additional handfuls disqualify the shewbread only if they were inside 
the bowls at the time of their actual removal from the Table. 


MI S H N A With regard to one who removes a handful 


from the meal offering with the intent to 
partake of its remainder outside". the Temple courtyard or to 
partake of an olive-bulk ofits remainder outside the Temple court- 
yard, to burn its handful outside the Temple courtyard or to burn 
an olive-bulk of its handful outside the Temple courtyard, or to 
burn its frankincense outside the Temple courtyard, in all these 
cases the offering is unfit, but there is no liability for karet for one 
who partakes of it. If one had the intent to partake of its remainder 
on the next day" or to partake of an olive-bulk ofits remainder on 
the next day, to burn its handful on the next day or to burn an 
olive-bulk of its handful on the next day, or to burn its frankin- 
cense on the next day, 


NOTES 


One who removes a handful from the meal offering with intent 
to partake of its remainder outside, etc. - dion) ANT yap 
^D yana PW: This mishna is similar to a mishna in Zevahim (27b) 
that discusses the same halakhot with regard to the sacrificial rites 
of a slaughtered offering. The Gemara there analyzes each halakha 
at length and derives their sources, which are summarized by Rashi 
here. See also the Gemara at the beginning of this tractate (2b), where 
the commentaries disagree with regard to the definition of intent, i.e., 
whether this refers to mental intention alone (Rambam), or whether 
a verbal expression of such intent is necessary in order to disqualify 
an offering (Rashi). 


Outside...on the next day - m.. yna: The parts of any offering 
that are burned upon the altar must be sacrificed on the day of the 
slaughter of the offerings or that night. Additionally, these parts may 
not be sacrificed outside the Temple courtyard. With regard to the 
consumption of an offering, different halakhot apply to the various 
types of offerings. A meal offering, which is an offering of the most 
sacred order, may be consumed only by priests, and only within the 
walls of the Temple courtyard, and it must be eaten on the day or 
the night following the sacrifice of its handful. Any part remaining 


from the meal offering by the following morning is rendered notar, 


leftover, and is prohibited for consumption. 


ATN p : MENAHOT : PEREK I: 11B 


HALAKHA 
Four handfuls of frankincense for placement 
in the two bowls - pa»a »: wh psp ava: If 
one separated four handfuls of frankincense for 
he two bowls of frankincense that accompany 
he shewbread, and two of those handfuls were 
ost before the bowls were removed from the 


Table, the additional frankincense is not consid- 


ered fixed with the shewbread, and the other 
rankincense is fit for offering. If they were lost 
after the bowls were already removed, they 
are considered fixed to the shewbread and the 
rankincense is disqualified on account of the 
increase in its measure (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 11:18). 


To partake of its remainder outside, etc. —bioyd 
^D YIM PW: In a case where one removes 
the handful from a meal offering with the intent 
to partake of its remainder, or an olive-bulk of 
it outside the Temple courtyard; or to burn its 
handful or an olive-bulk of it outside the Temple 
courtyard; or to burn an olive-bulk of its frankin- 
cense outside the Temple courtyard, the offering 
is unfit, but one who partakes of it is not liable 
to receive karet (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 13:1, 14:10). 


To partake of its remainder on the next day, 
etc. - ^3) aur) mye dion): If one removes the 
handful of a meal offering with the intent to 
partake of its remainder, or an olive-bulk of it, on 
the next day; or to burn its handful, or an olive- 
bulk of it, the next day; or to burn an olive-bulk 
of its frankincense the next day, the offering is 
rendered piggul and one who partakes of it is 
liable to receive karet (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hil- 
khot Pesulei HaMukdashin 13:1, 14:10). 
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BACKGROUND 


Piggul - Diya: The halakha of piggul is based on the 
verse: “And if any of the meat of the sacrifice of his peace 
offerings be at all eaten on the third day, it shall no 
be accepted, neither shall it be attributed to him tha 
sacrifices it; it shall be piggul” (Leviticus 7:18). The Sages 
interpreted this verse as referring to one who had the 
intent, during the performance of one of the sacrificia 
rites in the Temple, to eat from the offering after its desig- 
nated time or to sacrifice it after its designated time. Tha 
intent disqualifies the offering, and one who eats from i 
is liable to receive karet. Some Sages hold that it is piggul 
only if one expresses this intent aloud. 


HALAKHA 


Anyone who removes the handful, etc. -^3 ynipi bs: 
In the case of one who removes the handful, or places 
the handful in a service vessel, or conveys it to the altar, 
or burns the handful on the altar, with the intention to 
consume its remainder or an olive-bulk of it, or to burn 
its handful or an olive-bulk of it, or to burn an olive- 
bulk of its frankincense, outside the Temple courtyard, 
the meal offering is disqualified but the person is not 
liable to receive karet on account of it. If his intention 
was to consume the remainder or to burn the hand- 
ful or the frankincense on the next day, the offering is 
piggul and one who eats from its remainder is liable 
to receive karet (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 13:1, 6). 


Provided that the permitting factor was sacrificed 
in accordance with its mitzva - “pan Dyw 1b 
imy¥23: A meal offering is rendered piggul on account o 
the intent to consume it or sacrifice it beyond its desig- 
nated time only if there was no other disqualifying inten 
during its sacrificial rites. If in addition to the intent tha 
renders it piggul, one intended to consume it or burn i 
outside its designated area, or one performed one of its 
rites for the sake of another offering in the specific cases 
of the meal offering of a sinner or a meal offering o 
jealousy, the offering is disqualified but it is not rendered 
piggul. How is a meal offering rendered piggul? If one 
removed the handful and placed it in a vessel and con- 
veyed it to the altar and burned it upon the altar, all while 
intending to consume its remainder or burn its handful 
outside its designated time; or if this was his intention 
during the performance of any one of these rites, while 
he had proper intention during the others; or if he had 
no intention at all during the performance of the other 
rites, the offering is piggul. If he removed the handful 
with intention to consume its remainder outside its 
designated time, and placed it in the vessel, conveyed it 
to the altar, and burned it on the altar, with the intention 
to consume its remainder outside its designated area; or 
if he removed the handful with the intention to consume 
its remainder outside its designated area, and placed it 
in the vessel, conveyed it, and burned it upon the altar, 
with the intention to consume its remainder outside its 
designated time, the meal offering is disqualified but is 
not rendered piggul (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 16:1). 


70 


MENAHOT ' PEREK I: 12A: .2 ITX pa 


mp voy parm dap 


Spa yn [ix] yaipn p anm 
yw rat bioyd pepe prian 


imp ia py) bis - Snipa) yan 
mya voy parm bins - want yan 
AmgaD VRAT DIPY TIM 


yap zimga VAT Ip 12 
opm prim aa na APNwS 
maiaa yan yopw ix staat yan 
ie rpNwa vepm prim 3a 
yan -vepm Pim yaa jn yape 

ANYA VAAT sp! amt — tat) 


Yap imya VAT AIP Kwa 
vopm prin aa minip yan 
ina sand yan yopw ix Aaah yan 
PPPN Pim Yaa pa yEpY Ax 
Ynang ayy MW m - inip yan 

ingo 


the offering is piggul,” and one is liable to receive karet for partaking 
of the remainder of that meal offering." 


This is the principle: In the case of anyone who removes the hand- 
ful," or places the handful in the vessel, or who conveys the vessel 
with the handful to the altar, or who burns the handful on the altar, 
with the intent to partake of an item whose typical manner is such 
that one partakes of it, e.g., the remainder, or to burn an item whose 
typical manner is such that one burns it on the altar, e.g., the handful 
or the frankincense, outside its designated area, the meal offering is 
unfit but there is no liability for karet. If his intent was to do so 
beyond its designated time, the offering is piggul and one is liable to 
receive karet on account of it, provided that the permitting factor, 
i.e., the handful, was sacrificed in accordance with its mitzva." If the 
permitting factor was not sacrificed in accordance with its mitzva, 
although the meal offering is unfit, the prohibition of piggul does not 


apply to it. 


How is the permitting factor considered to have been sacrificed in 
accordance with its mitzva? If one removed the handful in silence, 
i.e, with no specific intent, and placed it in the vessel, conveyed it, 
and burned the handful on the altar, with the intent to partake of the 
remainder beyond its designated time; or if one removed the hand- 
ful with the intent to partake of the or burn the handful or frankin- 
cense beyond its designated time, and placed it in the vessel, and 
conveyed it, and burned the handful on the altar in silence, with no 
specific intent; or if one removed the handful and placed it in the 
vessel, conveyed it, and burned the handful on the altar, with the 
intent to partake of the remainder beyond its designated time, that 
is the case of an offering whose permitting factor was sacrificed in 
accordance with its mitzva, and one is liable to receive karet for 


partaking of it due to piggul. 


How is the permitting factor not sacrificed in accordance with its 
mitzva? If one removed the handful with the intent to partake of the 
remainder or burn the handful or frankincense outside its designated 
area, or placed it in the vessel, conveyed it, and burned the handful 
on the altar, with the intent to partake of the remainder beyond its 
designated time; or if one removed the handful with the intent to 
partake of the remainder or burn the handful or frankincense beyond 
its designated time, and placed it in the vessel, conveyed it, and 
burned the handful on the altar, with the intent to partake of the 
remainder outside its designated area; or if one removed the handful 
and placed it in the vessel, and conveyed it, and burned the handful 
on the altar, with the intent to partake of the remainder outside its 
designated area, that is the case of an offering whose permitting 
factor was not sacrificed in accordance with its mitzva. 


NOTES 


The offering is piggul and one is liable to receive karet for 
partaking of the remainder of that meal offering - pa»m Diva 
mp voy: Piggul status applies only to the remainder of the meal 
offering, not to the handful. Although it is certainly prohibited to 
consume the handful, piggul applies only to those items whose 
consumption or sacrifice is permitted through another item, and 
not to that which permits another item. Since the burning of the 
handful permits the remainder for consumption, the handful 
cannot be rendered piggul (see Zevahim 42b). 


Who removes the handful, etc. — 131 yaipi: The fact that a 
meal offering is disqualified through improper intent is derived 
from the halakha of slaughtered offerings, either by the Torah's 
comparison of a meal offering to a sin offering and a guilt offer- 
ing (Rashi), or by the more general comparison of all offerings 
to peace offerings (Josafot on 2b). The Sages teach that the four 
sacrificial rites performed with the handful of a meal offering 
parallel the four rites performed with the blood of a slaughtered 


offering. The removal of the handful is equivalent to the slaughter 
of an offering, the placement of the handful in a service vessel 
parallels the collection of the blood in a vessel, they are both 
conveyed to the altar, and the burning of the handful on the altar 
corresponds to the presentation of the blood upon the altar (see 
Zevahim 13b). Accordingly, improper intent does not disqualify a 
meal offering before the removal of the handful, just as it does 
not disqualify an animal offering before its slaughter (see Josafot 
on Zevahim 13b). 


Removed the handful outside its designated area, etc. - y2 
3) isp yim: In other words, if any one of these rites were 
performed with the intent to consume its remainder outside its 
designated area and the remaining rites were performed with 
intent to consume the remainder outside its designated time, the 
offering is considered to have been sacrificed not in accordance 
with its mitzva (Rashi). 
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The meal offering of a sinner and the meal offering of jealousy 
brought by a sota that one removed their handful not for their sake 
and placed it in the vessel, conveyed it, and burned the handful on 
the altar, with the intent to partake of the remainder or burn the 
handful beyond its designated time; or that one removed the hand- 
ful with the intent to partake of the remainder or burn the handful 
beyond its designated time or placed it in the vessel, conveyed it, 
and burned the handful on the altar, not for their sake; or that one 
removed the handful, and placed it in the vessel, and conveyed it, 
and burned the handful on the altar, not for their sake, that is the 
case of an offering whose permitting factor was not sacrificed in 
accordance with its mitzva. 


If one performed one of these rites with the intent to partake of an 
olive-bulk outside its designated area and an olive-bulk the next 
day," or an olive-bulk the next day and an olive-bulk outside its 
designated area, or half an olive-bulk outside its designated area and 
half an olive-bulk the next day," or half an olive-bulk the next day 
and half an olive-bulk outside its designated area, the offering is unfit 
but there is no liability for karet. 


Rabbi Yehuda says that this is the principle: If the intent with regard 

to the time preceded the intent with regard to the area, the offering 
is piggul and one is liable to receive karet on account of it. If the 

intent with regard to the area preceded the intent with regard to the 

time, the offering is unfit but there is no liability for karet. And the 

Rabbis say: In both this case, where the intent with regard to time 

was first, and that case, where the intent with regard to area came first, 
the offering is unfit’ but there is no liability for karet. 


GEMARA? dilemma was raised before the Sages: 


According to the statement of the one who 
says that if the remainder of a meal offering became lacking" 
between the removal of the handful and the burning of the handful 
on the altar the priest nevertheless burns the handful on account of 
such a meal offering, and as we maintain that despite the fact that 
the handful is burned on account of it that remainder is prohibited 
for consumption, what is the halakha with regard to piggul? Should 
the burning of the handful be effective in establishing such a remain- 
der as piggul when the handful was burned with the intent to partake 
of the remainder the next day? 


And similarly, is the burning of the handful effective in removing such 

a remainder from being subject to misuse" of consecrated property, 
just as a complete remainder is removed from being subject to this 
prohibition after the burning of the handful, when it becomes 
permitted to the priests for consumption? 


NOTES 


To partake of an olive-bulk outside its designated area and an 
olive-bulk the next day, etc. — 151 1924 rrp yna mma iagh: This 


halakha is apparently a repetition of the previous statement of the 
mishna, that if the permitting factor was not sacrificed in accor- 
dance with its mitzva the offering is disqualified and one is not 
liable to receive karet. Rashi explains that the mishna is introducing 
anew facet to the halakha, that if both of his disqualifying intentions 
occurred during the performance of the same rite, the offering is not 
rendered piggul. Although it can be claimed that this ruling is obvious, 
as here the intention that would render the offering piggul is mixed 
with another disqualifying intention, the mishna teaches it in order 
to convey that according to Rabbi Yehuda even in such a case the 
offering is piggul, provided that the intention to consume it outside 
its designated time preceded the intention to consume it outside 
its designated area. 


Half an olive-bulk outside its designated area and half an olive- 
bulk the next day - p3} msna yana m yna: The mishna is 


teaching that although neither intention on its own disqualifies an 
offering as each one refers to less than an olive-bulk, the intentions 
combine to disqualify it. 


And the Rabbis say, in both this case and that case the offering 
is unfit — apg my at Dyas ODM: Although the opinion of the 
Rabbis is essentially the same as that of the first tanna, it is common 
in the Mishna that the authoritative opinion is reiterated in the name 
of the Rabbis in order to emphasize that this is the halakha. This is 
in accordance with the principle that in a disagreement between 
an individual Sage and the majority of Sages, the halakha follows 
the majority opinion (Tosafot). Others explain that the Rabbis in fact 
disagree with the first tanna, as they maintain that improper inten- 
tion negates the intention capable of rendering an offering piggul 
only when they both occur in the same rite; if they occur during the 
performance of separate rites the offering is piggul (Hok Natan). 


HALAKHA 


An olive-bulk outside and an olive-bulk the 
next day - anny mp yina m3: If one’s intention 
with regard to any of the four sacrificial rites, or 
with regard to all of them, was to consume an 
olive-bulk of an item fit for consumption outside 
its designated area and also an olive-bulk the 
next day, or an olive-bulk the next day and also 
an olive-bulk outside, or half an olive-bulk outside 
and also half an olive-bulk the next day, or half an 
olive-bulk the next day and also half an olive-bulk 
outside, the offering is disqualified but is not ren- 
dered piggul. The halakha is in accordance with 
the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 16:2). 


The remainder became lacking, etc. - wyw 
nadn: In a case where the remainder of a 
meal offering became lacking between the 
removal of the handful and its burning upon the 
altar, if the priest burned the handful with the 
intention to consume the remainder outside its 
designated time it is uncertain whether or not 
this intention renders it piggul (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 16:11). 


And to remove such a remainder from misuse - 
myyn a anppabr: In a case where the remain- 
der of a meal offering was disqualified or became 
lacking between the removal of the handful and 
its burning upon the altar, and the handful was 
subsequently burned upon the altar, it is uncer- 
tain whether or not the remainder is subject to 
misuse of consecrated property (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 2:7). 
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NOTES 
From where do | say, etc. - 13) ay RIIN NII: Rava's 
underlying assumption is that Rabbi Hiyya agrees with 
the halakha stated in the mishna, and rephrases the 
mishna in order to explain it. Accordingly, one can infer 
the circumstances of the case Rabbi Hiyya is discussing 
from the change in terminology in his mishna. 
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Rav Huna said: Even according to the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, 
who says that the sprinkling of the blood of an offering, which 
renders its meat permitted for consumption and removes it from 
being subject to misuse of consecrated property, is effective in 
removing the meat of an offering that left the Temple courtyard 
from being subject to misuse of consecrated property despite the 
fact that such meat is prohibited for consumption, that statement 
applies only when the meat was disqualified by means of leaving. 


Rav Huna explains: The reason is that the meat remains as is, and 
the disqualification of the meat by means of leaving is on account 
of something else, i.e., a factor external to the meat itself. But in the 
case of a lack in the measure of the remainder of a meal offering, 
which is a disqualification on account of itself, the burning of the 
handful is not effective in removing the remainder from being 
subject to misuse of consecrated property, nor to establish it as 


piggul. 


Rava said to Rav Huna: On the contrary; even according to the 
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, who says that sprinkling is not effective 
in removing the meat that left the Temple courtyard from being 
subject to misuse of consecrated property, that statement applies 
only when the meat was disqualified by means of leaving, as the 
meat is not inside the Temple courtyard where the sprinkling could 
be effective for it. But with regard to a lack in the measure of the 
remainder of a meal offering that is inside the Temple courtyard, 
the burning of the handful is effective in removing the remainder 
from being subject to misuse of consecrated property as well as in 
establishing it as piggul. 


Rava said: From where do I say" that even remainders that lack a 

full measure can be rendered piggul? This can be inferred from that 
which we learned in the mishna: With regard to one who removes 

a handful from the meal offering with the intent to partake of its 

remainder outside the Temple courtyard or to partake of an olive- 
bulk of its remainder outside the Temple courtyard, the meal 

offering is unfit but there is no liability for karet, and ifhe removes 

a handful from the meal offering with the intent to partake of its 

remainder beyond the designated time or to partake of an olive-bulk 
of its remainder beyond the designated time the offering is piggul 

and one is liable to receive karet for partaking of the remainder of 
that meal offering. And Rabbi Hiyya teaches’ in his version of the 

mishna: One who removes a handful from the meal offering with 

the intent to partake of its remainder, and he does not teach: Or 

an olive-bulk of its remainder. 


Rava continues: What is the reason that Rabbi Hiyya diverged from 

the standard text of the mishna and did not teach: Or an olive- 
bulk? Is it not because his mishna is discussing a case where the 

remainder later became lacking and its measure stood at an olive- 
bulk? And therefore Rabbi Hiyya did not include the clause: Or an 

olive-bulk, since later in the mishna, with regard to the placement 

of the handful in a vessel, and with regard to the conveyance of 
the vessel to the altar, and with regard to the burning of the handful, 
he could not teach the phrase: 


BACKGROUND 


Rabbi Hiyya teaches — xr +3135: During the period of the body, which included many halakhot that are not found in the 
tanna'im, many Sages would teach their own collection of mish- Mishna. It is certain that the Mishna of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi was 
nayot, which were either received through tradition from their also available to him. 

teachers or were of their own composition. Consequently, by the It is clear from the Gemara that Rava assumes that the Mishna 
generation of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who redacted the Mishna, of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi serves as the foundation for the collec- 
and the subsequent generations, there were many collections tion of mishnayot of Rabbi Hiyya. Accordingly, the terminologies 
of mishnayot among the Sages. In the same manner that Rabbi of the mishnayot of Rabbi Hiyya can serve to shed light on the 
Yehuda HaNasi selected particular mishnayot from the vast collec- proper interpretation of the Mishna of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. By 
tion of statements accumulated until his time and arranged them contrast, on the following amud Abaye claims that the mishnayot 
into the body of the Mishna, Rabbi Hiyya, a disciple-colleague of of Rabbi Hiyya are not necessarily modeled after the Mishna of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, also arranged mishnayot in an organized Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi but are a compilation of other sources. 
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Or an olive-bulk, in the case of one’s intent with regard to the 
consumption of the remainder, because the remainder is already 
the size of an olive-bulk. Therefore, in the case of the removal of 
the handful as well, i.e., when he teaches: One who removes a 
handful to partake of its remainder, Rabbi Hiyya did not teach:" 
Or to consume an olive-bulk of its remainder, despite the fact that 
he could have done so in that clause. Rava concludes his proof: 
And yet the latter clause teaches that if one burned the handful 
with the intent to consume the remainder after its designated 
time, the offering is piggul and one is liable to receive karet 
on account of it. Evidently, burning is effective in rendering 
a lacking remainder as piggul. 


Abaye said to Rava: No, one cannot prove from here that the 
mishna is discussing the case of a remainder that became lacking. 
The reason for this is: In accordance with whose opinion is this 
mishna of Rabbi Hiyya? It is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Elazar, as we learned in a mishna (Zevahim 109b): With 
regard to the handful of flour, and the frankincense," and the 
incense, and the meal offering of priests (see Leviticus 6:16), 
and the meal offering of the anointed priest (see Leviticus 
6:12-15), and the meal offering that accompanies the libations 
brought with animal offerings (see Numbers 15:1-16), where one 
sacrificed an olive-bulk from one of them outside the Temple 
courtyard, he is liable for sacrificing outside the courtyard. And 
Rabbi Elazar exempts one from liability until he sacrifices them 
in their entirety rather than just an olive-bulk from them. 


Abaye concludes: Since with regard to the burning of the hand- 
ful he could not teach: Or burn an olive-bulk of its handful 
outside the Temple, as according to Rabbi Elazar one is not liable 
for burning anything less than the full handful and therefore intent 
to burn only an olive-bulk does not render the offering piggul, 
with regard to the remainder as well, he did not teach: Or an 
olive-bulk. 


The Gemara asks: If the mishna of Rabbi Hiyya is really in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, then this statement: To 
burn its handful outside the Temple courtyard, should have been 
phrased: To burn its handful and its frankincense outside the 
Temple courtyard, as we learned in a mishna (Zevahim 110a): 
With regard to the handful and the frankincense, in a case where 
one sacrificed only one of them outside the Temple courtyard, 
he is liable. Rabbi Eliezer exempts from liability one who burns 
only one of them until he sacrifices both of them together. 


The Gemara responds: The mishna of Rabbi Hiyya is necessary 
only for the handful of the meal offering of a sinner," which has 
no frankincense. Since only the burning of the handful permits 
the remainder of the sinner’s meal offering for consumption, one’s 
intent to burn it the next day renders the offering piggul. With 
regard to this meal offering, one is not liable for burning anything 
less than the full handful, according to Rabbi Elazar, and therefore 
it does not teach: Or an olive-bulk. 


The Gemara asks: And did the tanna go to all that trouble 
[ve’ikhpal]"' just to teach us a halakha that is applicable only in 
the case of the handful of the meal offering of a sinner? The 
Gemara responds: Yes, he did. And similarly, when Rav Dimi 
came to Babylonia from Eretz Yisrael, he said that Rabbi Elazar 
ben Pedat said: When the mishna discusses an instance where 
one has intent to sacrifice the handful of a meal offering outside, 
it is referring to the handful of the meal offering ofa sinner, and 
it is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar. 


NOTES 


In the case of the removal of the handful as well... 
Rabbi Hiyya did not teach, etc. — 1519 Kb.. mympa: 
Rashi explains that the statement of the mishna: One 

who removes a handful with the intent to partake of its 

remainder or to burn an olive-bulk of its handful, cannot 
be referring to an instance where one removed a handful 

from a meal offering that was actually lacking in measure, 
as one does not remove a handful from a meal offering 

that is already unfit. Instead, the mishna is referring to a 

case where one removed the handful with the intent to 

consume an olive-bulk from the remainder in the event 
that it becomes lacking after the removal of the handful. 
Accordingly, Rabbi Hiyya’s mishna can teach: Or to burn 

an olive-bulk of its handful the next day, as the handful 

itself is not currently lacking in measure. Nevertheless, 
with regard to the other rites, i.e., the placing of the hand- 
ful in a service vessel, its conveyance to the altar, and the 

burning of the handful, Rabbi Hiyya did not teach: Or 
an olive-bulk, for the reason explained in the Gemara; 

therefore, he did not teach it in the context of the rite of 
the removal of the handful either. 


The handful and the frankincense, etc. - mim yaipa 
^D: The common element of these items is that they 
are all sacrificed in their entirety upon the altar. Some 
of them, i.e., the handful and the frankincense, permit 
the consumption of the remainder of the meal offering 
by the priests, while others are simply sacrificed in their 
entirety and do not permit other items for consumption. 


For the handful of the meal offering of a sinner - vain 
bin nyat: According to this explanation, when the 
mishna of Rabbi Hiyya states: To burn its frankincense 
the next day, it is not referring to the frankincense of a 
meal offering, but to the frankincense of the shewbread, 
which is burned by itself. Since the frankincense is the 
only permitting factor, one renders the shewbread piggul 
with the intention to burn the frankincense the next day 
(see Sefat Emet). 


Did the tanna go to all that trouble - xan Sap: 
The Gemara sometimes poses such a question when 
a mishna or baraita is interpreted as referring to a par- 
ticular instance or a specific combination of conditions. 
Essentially, the Gemara is asking: Would the tanna go to 
all the trouble of teaching an entire mishna or baraita 
in a general manner to have it apply only in a particular 
instance? 


HALAKHA 


The handful and the frankincense, etc. — mim ynipi 
"ay: With regard to the handful of flour, the frankincense, 
the incense, the meal offering of priests, and the meal 

offering of the anointed priest, if one sacrificed an olive- 
bulk from one of them outside the Temple courtyard, he is 

liable for sacrificing outside the courtyard (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 19:8). 


LANGUAGE 
Go to all that trouble [ikhpal] - bape: Elsewhere Rashi 
indicates that the term ikhpalis derived from the root alef, 
kaf, peh, meaning to make a strenuous effort (see Shabbat 
5a). According to this interpretation, the lamed appearing 
at the end of the word is an addition to the root. Some 
explain that the word ikhpat, care, is from the same root. 
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One of the loaves broke - ra NDN TDWI: If one of 
the loaves of a thanks offering, or one “of the loaves 
of the shewbread, broke before the completion of 
its sacrificial rites, all of the loaves are disqualified 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 
5215 and Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 12:14). 


To partake of half an olive-bulk, etc. - dion) 
"31 71 MI: If one’s intent with regard to a meal 
offering was to eat half an olive-bulk outside its 
designated area and to burn half an olive-bulk 
outside its designated area, his intentions do 
not combine and the offering is not disqualified 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 
14:10). 


BACKGROUND — 

Frontplate — y»x: The frontplate of the High Priest 
was a plate of gold on which the words: “Sacred 
to the Lord” (Exodus 28:36), were engraved. This 
plate was tied to the forehead of the High Priest, 
adjacent to where his hairline began. The front- 
plate was one of the eight priestly vestments that 
made up the raiment of the High Priest. It was one 
of the four that were called the golden vestments. 
The High Priest would wear all eight vestments 
year round, except during part of the Yom Kippur 
service, when he would wear only the four white 
vestments that all priests wore. 


Frontplate 
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Rava then said: That which I said, that the burning of the handful 
with the intent to consume the remainder the next day is effective 
in rendering even a remainder that became lacking in measure as 
piggul and to remove it from being subject to misuse of consecrated 
property is nothing, as it is taught in a baraita: The verse states 
with regard to the shewbread: “It is most holy” (Leviticus 24:9). 
The restrictive term “it” teaches that the shewbread must remain 
whole, so that if one of the loaves of the shewbread broke" and 
consequently became lacking in measure, then all of its loaves are 
disqualified, and the burning of the bowls of frankincense do not 
render them permitted for consumption. 


Rava continues: It can be inferred from the baraita that if the loaves 
remained whole but one of them left the Temple, those that are 
inside the Temple are still fit. And whom have you heard who says: 
‘The sprinkling of the blood is effective in rendering piggul an item 
that left the Temple? It is Rabbi Akiva. And yet he says in this 
baraita that if one of the loaves broke, the burning of the frankin- 
cense is not effective for them. Similarly, with regard to the remain- 
der of a meal offering that became lacking in measure, even Rabbi 
Akiva agrees that the burning of the handful is ineffective in render- 


ing it piggul. 


Abaye said to Rava: How can you cite a proof from this baraita? Is 
it taught in this baraita: But if a loaf of shewbread left, those loaves 
that remain inside are fit? Perhaps all of the loaves are disqualified if 
even one of them left, and one should infer a different halakha from 
the baraita, that if one of the loaves became ritually impure, these 
that remain pure are fit. 


Abaye explains: What is the reason for such a distinction? The rea- 
son is that the frontplate® of the High Priest effects acceptance for 
ritually impure offerings. But in a case where a loaf of shewbread left, 
the frontplate does not effect acceptance, and therefore all of the 
loaves are disqualified, as in a case where one loaf breaks. And if so, 
the baraita is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, who 
says that sprinkling is not effective with regard to an item that left 
the Temple courtyard. 


Abaye continues: And by right the baraita should have also taught 
that if one of the loaves of shewbread left, all the loaves are disquali- 
fied. And as for the fact that it teaches the halakha specifically with 
regard to a loaf that broke, this is what the baraita teaches us: That 
even if the loaf broke, in which case the loafis still inside the Temple, 
burning is not effective with regard to it. But according to Rabbi 
Akiva, who says that sprinkling is effective with regard to an item 
that left the Temple, even in the case of a lacking measure, burning 
is effective with regard to it. 


MI S H N A Ifone’s intent was to partake of half an olive- 
bulk" of the remainder and to burn half an 
olive-bulk of it not at the appropriate time or not in the appropriate 


area, the offering is fit," because eating and burning do not join 
together. 


That if one of the loaves broke - (g2 NN D1) oyw: If a loaf 
breaks, a piece will certainly fall from it and the loaf will thereby 
become lacking in measure (Sefat Emet). Alternatively, a broken loaf 
itself is considered deficient (Or HaYashar. see 8a). 

According to Rashi, the baraita is referring to the loaves of the 
shewbread. Others reject this interpretation, as Rava is seeking to 
prove that the baraita is in accordance with the opinion that the 
sprinkling of the blood is effective with regard to an item that left 
the Temple, and there is no sprinkling of the blood in the case of the 
shewbread (Rabbeinu Meir; Rashbam). They therefore explain that 
the baraita is referring to the loaves that accompanied the offerings 


NOTES 


brought during the inauguration of the Tabernacle (see Exodus 
29:23). Alternatively, the baraita is referring to the loaves of a thanks 
offering (Rambam). 


To partake of half an olive-bulk and to burn half an olive-bulk, 
the offering is fit - wea mm sna vepTds m yn dior): In other 
words, the offering is entirely valid whether the intent with regard 
to both halves concerned their designated time or their designated 
area, and certainly if the intent with regard to one half concerned 
the time and the intent with regard to the other half concerned 
its area. 
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2G E M A RA The Gemara infers from the mishna: The 


reason that the two halves of an olive- 
bulk do not join together is because his intent was to partake of 
half an olive-bulk and to burn half an olive-bulk, which indicates 
that if his intent was to partake of half an olive-bulk of the 
remainder and to partake of half an olive-bulk of an item whose 
typical manner is such that one does not consume it, i.e., the 
handful, then the halves do join together to the amount of an 
olive-bulk and disqualify the offering. 


The Gemara notes an apparent contradiction: But the first clause 
teaches, in the earlier mishna: If one’s intent was to partake of 
an item whose typical manner is such that one partakes of it, or 
to burn an item whose typical manner is such that one burns it 
on the altar, beyond its designated time, the offering is piggul. 
One can infer from this mishna that if his intent was to partake 
of an item whose typical manner is such that one partakes of it, 
yes, such intent disqualifies an offering. But if his intent was to 
partake of an item whose typical manner is such that one does 
not partake of it, this intent does not disqualify the offering, and 
likewise such intent does not join together with another to this 
end. If so, who is the tanna who taught the latter clause? 


Rabbi Yirmeya said: In accordance with whose opinion is this 

mishna? It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, 
who says that one can have improper intent from the consump- 
tion performed by a person to the consumption performed by 
the altar, and from the consumption performed by the altar to 

the consumption performed by a person. In other words, if one’s 

intent was to burn the remainder the next day or to consume the 

handful the next day, such intent disqualifies an offering even 

though the remainder is intended for consumption by the priests 

and the handful is intended for burning upon the altar. 


The Gemara cites the relevant ruling of Rabbi Eliezer. As we 
learned in a mishna (17a): In the case of one who removes a 
handful from the meal offering with the intent to consume after 
its designated time an item whose typical manner is such that 
one does not consume it, i.e., the handful, or to burn beyond 
its designated time an item whose typical manner is such that 
one does not burn it on the altar, i.e., the remainder of the meal 
offering, the meal offering is fit. And Rabbi Eliezer deems it 
unfit," although it is not piggul and consuming it is not 
punishable by karet. 


Abaye said: You may even say that the mishna here is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of the Rabbis. And do not say that one 
should infer from the mishna that ifhis intent was to partake of 
half an olive-bulk of an item whose typical manner is such that 
one consumes it and to partake of half an olive-bulk of an item 
whose typical manner is such that one does not partake of it, 
the offering is disqualified. Rather, say that if his intent was to 
partake of half an olive-bulk on the next day and to partake of 
half an olive-bulk outside the Temple, and each of these halves 
is from an item whose typical manner is such that one partakes 
of it, then the halves are joined together and disqualify the 
offering. 


The Gemara asks: And what is this teaching us? The previous 
mishna already teaches that principle explicitly: If one per- 
formed one of these rites with the intent to partake of an olive- 
bulk outside its designated area and an olive-bulk the next day, 
or an olive-bulk the next day and an olive-bulk outside its 
designated area, or half an olive-bulk outside its designated area 
and half an olive-bulk the next day, or half an olive-bulk the 
next day and half an olive-bulk outside its designated area, the 
offering is unfit but there is no liability for karet. 
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NOTES 
And Rabbi Eliezer deems it unfit - qh an 
bois: Even Rabbi Eliezer concedes that the offer- 
ing is not rendered piggul; see 17a. 
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NOTES 


Why do | also need this — b mad aA xi: The section 

beginning: But you already learn the halakha in this case 
from the first clause of the latter clause of the previous 
mishna, until the end of the paragraph, does not appear 
in certain versions of the Gemara. If it is included, then 

earlier it should read: Both from an item whose typical 

manner is such that one partakes of it, as the proof refers 
o a case where the meal offering is rendered piggul. 
The version of the Gemara that Rashi possessed appar- 
ently omitted that section, and instead read as follows: 
From an item whose typical manner is such that one 

does not partake of it, and the mishna teaches us that 
hey do not join together, but you learn the halakha in 

such a case from the first clause of the previous mishna. 
Rashi explains that this first clause is the start of the 

earlier mishna: With the intent to partake of an item 

whose typical manner is such that one partakes of it. This 

indicates that the halakha of the mishna does not apply 
to an item whose typical manner is such that one does 

not consume it. See the parallel discussion in Zevahim 

31b. Either way, the thrust of the discussion is essentially 
the same: If Abaye is correct in his claim that the mishna 

is in accordance even with the opinion of the Rabbis, it 
is apparently unnecessary, as the halakha taught in this 

mishna can be inferred from the previous one. Accord- 
ing to the Gemara’s conclusion, Abaye’s claim is not 
rejected, and therefore the mishna can be understood 

in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis. 
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According to Abaye, why do I also need this‘ mishna here? If you 
will suggest that this mishna is necessary, as one can infer from it that 
if one intended to partake of half an olive-bulk the next day and then 
intended to partake of another half an olive-bulk the next day, both 
from an item whose typical manner is such that one partakes of it, 
the mishna teaches us that they join together in order to render the 
offering piggul, this suggestion can be rejected: But you already learn 
the halakha in this case from the first clause of the latter clause of 
the previous mishna, as it teaches: Half an olive-bulk outside and 
half an olive-bulk the next day, the offering is unfit. One can infer 
from this that ifhis intent was to consume half an olive-bulk the next 
day and half an olive-bulk the next day, it is piggul. 


If you suggest that the mishna is necessary for a case where one 

intended to consume and to burn, i.e., that the mishna teaches us 

the matter itself, that intent to consume does not join together with 

intent to burn, this too cannot be. The reason is that from the infer- 
ence of the first clause of the mishna you can already learn the 

halakha in this case, as it teaches: If one intended to partake of an 

item whose typical manner is such that one partakes of it, the offering 

is rendered piggul. This indicates that if his intent was to consume an 

item whose typical manner is such that one does not consume it, the 

offering is not rendered piggul. 


The Gemara explains how the halakha that intent to consume and 
burn do not combine can be inferred from the mishna: Now consider, 
if when one intended to partake of an item whose typical manner is 
such that one partakes of it and to partake of an item whose typical 
manner is such that one does not partake of it, you say that his 
intentions do not join together, despite the fact that both of his 
intentions referred to consumption, is it necessary for the mishna to 
teach that intentions to consume and to burn do not join together? 


The Gemara responds: Yes; although the mishna teaches the halakha 
ofa case where one intended to consume an item typically consumed 
and to consume an item typically not consumed, it was necessary 
for the mishna to teach the halakha of a case where one intended to 
eat and to burn. As it might enter your mind to say that there, where 
one’s intentions referred solely to consumption, the halakha is that 
his intentions do not join together, as he intended to act not in 
accordance with its typical manner, since he intended to consume 
that which is not meant to be consumed. 


The Gemara continues: But here, where his intent was to consume 
half an olive-bulk and to burn half an olive-bulk, where with regard 
to this half he intends in accordance with its typical manner, and 
with regard to this half he intends in accordance with its typical 
manner, one might say that they should join together, despite the 
fact that each intention concerns only half an olive-bulk. Therefore, 
the mishna teaches us that such intentions do not join together, and 
the mishna can be explained even in accordance with the opinion of 
the Rabbis. 
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In this chapter it was concluded that meal offerings must be sacrificed for their own 
sake, i.e., the removal of the handful from the meal offering, the placement of the 
handful in a service vessel, the conveyance of that vessel to the altar, and the burn- 
ing of the handful on the altar must all be performed for the sake of the appropriate 
offering. Meal offerings that were sacrificed not for their sake remain valid but they 
do not fulfill the obligation of their owners. There are three exceptions: The meal 
offering of a sinner, the meal offering of jealousy, and, according the conclusion 
of the Gemara, the omer meal offering, all of which are disqualified entirely when 
sacrificed not for their sake. 


In more general terms, there are significant similarities between meal offerings and 
slaughtered offerings in terms of their respective sacrificial rites: The removal of 
the handful from a meal offering is the equivalent of the slaughter of an animal, the 
placement of the handful in a vessel parallels the collection of the blood of a slaugh- 
tered offering, and the conveyance of the handful and its burning upon the altar are 
analogous to the conveyance and presentation of the blood ofa slaughtered offering 
upon the altar, respectively. Just as the intent to partake of a slaughtered offering, or 
to sacrifice it, in an improper manner, disqualifies the offering, so too, such intent 
disqualifies a meal offering. Consequently, one’s intention to partake of the remainder 
of a meal offering beyond its designated time, i.e., the next day, renders the offering 
piggul, and one who partakes of it is liable to receive karet. 


Similar to a slaughtered offering, if one intended to sacrifice a meal offering or to 
partake of it outside its designated area, the offering is disqualified, although one 
who partakes of it is not liable to receive karet. This is the halakha only when the 
improper intention concerned at least an olive-bulk of the offering; otherwise, the 
offering is not disqualified. Additionally, an offering is rendered piggul only when 
the sole disqualifying intent concerning the offering was the one that can render it 
piggul. If one had two separate improper intentions with regard to the same offering, 
the offering is disqualified but is not rendered piggul. 


With regard to the performance of the rites of a meal offering, if any of the rites were 
performed by one unfit to perform them, e.g., a non-priest or a ritually impure priest, 
or if any of them were performed in an improper manner, e.g. if the priest perform- 
ing the rite was sitting down or if he was standing on a vessel, the meal offering is 
disqualified, as is the halakha with regard to slaughtered offerings. 


Meal offerings may also become disqualified in ways unique to their particular rites, 
e.g., if the handful was removed in an improper manner, or if the measure of the 
handful was greater than or less than the proper amount, or if the measure contained 
a foreign substance. Essentially, a meal offering is valid only if the proper measure 
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of a handful was removed in the appropriate manner by a priest fit for performing 
the removal. 


In this chapter, the halakhot pertaining to the removal of the handful were discussed 
at length. This includes the manner of removal; the instances in which the handful 
becomes sanctified by a service vessel, e.g., whether or not it may be sanctified in 
halves and whether the handful becomes sanctified when placed in a vessel that rests 
on the floor or only in a vessel held by a priest; the ramifications of the removal of 
a handful in an improper manner, e.g., whether there is a way to restore the meal 
offering or whether it is disqualified entirely; the status of the remainder of a meal 
offering that became lacking in its measure, i.e., whether or not the entire meal offer- 
ing is disqualified on account of it; and several other halakhic issues with regard to 
the removal of the handful. 
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The second chapter of Menahot continues the discussion concerning piggul, i.e., the 
intent to sacrifice or partake of a meal offering outside its designated time or place. 
Like slaughtered offerings, a meal offering is rendered piggul when a priest performs 
one of its sacrificial rites that is a permitting factor with the intent to sacrifice on the 
next day the portions designated for burning on the altar, or to partake on the next 
day of the portion meant for consumption. While there is only one permitting factor 
in the case of slaughtered offerings, i.e., the blood, there are two permitting factors 
for meal offerings, namely the handful and the frankincense. Both of these must be 
burned properly in order to render the remainder of a meal offering permitted, i.e., 
fit for consumption. 


Accordingly, two fundamental questions arise which are addressed in this chapter: 
If one burns the handful with the intent to burn the frankincense the next day, is the 
offering rendered piggul? In more abstract terms, does piggul intent with regard to 
one permitting factor while sacrificing another permitting factor render an offering 
piggul? Second, in a case where there are two permitting factors, is piggul intent dur- 
ing the sacrifice of one of them, concerning that factor alone, sufficient to render the 
entire meal offering piggul? 


There are certain scenarios in which these questions become even more complicated. 
For example, in a case of two permitting factors that permit two items, e.g., the two 
bowls of frankincense, whose burning on the altar permits the two arrangements 
of shewbread for priestly consumption, the question arises: Does improper intent 
to partake of only one of the arrangements of shewbread render that arrangement 
piggul? If so, is the second arrangement rendered piggul as well? Furthermore, what 
is the halakha if the priest burned only one of the bowls of frankincense with the 
intent to partake of one arrangement of shewbread the next day? 


Additionally, one can ask: If the various parts of an offering are rendered piggul on 
account of one another, is there a distinction between offerings whose permitted 
items are of equal importance and those that are composed of principal and second- 
ary parts, e.g., a thanks offering and its accompanying loaves, or a slaughtered offering 
and its accompanying libations. In other words, are the principal and secondary parts 
of such offerings always disqualified together, or is the secondary part disqualified 
when the principal part is disqualified, but not vice versa? 


This chapter discusses the various opinions with regard to these questions. 
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MI S H N A In the case of a priest who removes a hand- 


ful from the meal offering™ with the intent 
to partake of its remainder or to burn its handful on the next day, 
Rabbi Yosei concedes in this instance that it is a case of piggul and 
he is liable to receive karet for partaking of it." But if the priest’s 
intent was to burn its frankincense the next day, Rabbi Yosei says: 
The meal offering is unfit but partaking of it does not include liabil- 
ity to receive karet. And the Rabbis say: It is a case of piggul and 
he is liable to receive karet for partaking of the meal offering. 


The Rabbis said to Rabbi Yosei: In what manner does this differ 
from an animal offering, where if one slaughtered it with the intent 
to sacrifice the portions consumed on the altar the next day, it is 
piggul? Rabbi Yosei said to the Rabbis: There is a difference, as in 
the case of an animal offering, its blood, and its flesh, and its 
portions consumed on the altar are all one entity. Consequently, 
intent with regard to any one of them renders the entire offering 
piggul. But the frankincense is not part of the meal offering. 


G E M ARA The Gemara questions the terminology of 

the mishna: Why do I need the tanna to 
teach that Rabbi Yosei concedes in this instance? Let the tanna 
simply state: If one removes the handful from a meal offering with 
the intent to partake of its remainder or to burn the handful on the 
next day, Rabbi Yosei says that the offering is piggul and one is liable 
to receive karet for partaking of the remainder. 


The Gemara responds: It was necessary for the tanna to teach that 
Rabbi Yosei concedes, because he wants to teach the latter clause 
of the mishna, that if his intent was to burn its frankincense the 
next day, Rabbi Yosei says that the meal offering is unfit, but 
partaking of it does not include liability to receive karet. 


The Gemara elaborates: The reason the tanna links the two cases of 
the mishna is lest you say that the reason that Rabbi Yosei does 
not render the meal offering piggul is because he holds that one 
cannot render an offering piggul with intent that concerns only 
half ofits permitting factors. And consequently, since the burning 
of the handful and the frankincense render the remainder ofa meal 
offering permitted for consumption, then even in the first clause 
of the mishna, where one intends to burn the handful the next day, 
Rabbi Yosei should hold that the offering is not rendered piggul, as 
the intent does not refer to the frankincense as well. 


NOTES 


A priest who removes a handful from the meal offering, etc. — 
aD ANT Nx ynipi: Although this case was already taught in 
the mishna on 1b, the tanna repeats it as an introduction to the 
dispute between Rabbi Yosei and the Rabbis; the mishna in the 
previous chapter cites only the opinion of the Rabbis without 
attribution (see also Tosafot). 


That it is a case of piggul and he is liable to receive karet for 
partaking of it - 713 voy pam Diya img: One who partakes of 


A priest who removes a handful from the meal offering, etc. - 
"D1 agaaa ny ynipi: If one removes the handful from a meal 
offering with the intent to partake of its remainder on the next 
day, or to burn its handful on the next day, the offering is piggul. 
This is also the halakha if he intended to burn the frankincense 
on the next day. According to the Rambam, the offering is pig- 
gul only if he has improper intent during the removal of the 


HALAKHA 


he remainder of the meal offering is liable to receive karet. One 
is not liable to receive karet for consuming either the handful or 
he frankincense, as they are both permitting factors, but are not 
hemselves rendered permitted by another item, and the status 
of piggul takes effect only on those items that become permitted 
either for consumption on the altar, e.g., the portions burned on 
he altar, or for human consumption, and not on items which are 
hemselves permitting factors, i.e., they themselves render other 
ems permitted (see Zevahim 42b). 


handful and during the collection of the frankincense, as both are 
considered permitting factors with regard to the rite of removal, 
and one must have the improper intent during the sacrifice of 
all of the permitting factors in order to render the offering pig- 
gul. Otherwise, the offering is disqualified, but it is not piggul 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 14:10 and 16:7; 
see Likkutei Halakhot). 


XJI: MENAHOT PEREK II: 13A 81 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek II 
Daf13 Amud b 


NOTES 


A permitting factor does not render another per- 
mitting factor piggul - vrai nx baon YAO PX: 
Since the remainder of a meal offering is permitted 


for consumption through the sacrifice o 


f the hand- 


ful and frankincense, it becomes piggul due to intent 


occurring during those rites. By contrast, t 


he handful 


and frankincense are independent of one another and 


neither permits the other. Accordingly, int 
the sacrifice of one cannot render the o 
(Nezer HaKodesh). 


It is not part of the preclusion of the mea 
ama Dv AVY: Rabbi Yosei holds that 


ent during 
her piggul 


| offering - 
he frankin- 


cense is not piggu! because one permitting factor can- 
not render another permitting factor piggul. When 


he handful because it is not permitted by t 


he Rabbis that the frankincense is equiva 
portions of a slaughtered offering that are 


and the flesh are permitted 
he blood, whereas the fran 
on the altar independent of 


incense may 
he handful. 


82 


Rabbi Yosei says that the frankincense is not part o 
he meal offering, he means that it is independent o 


as it itself is a permitting factor. This is the meaning o 


Rabbi Yosei’s response in the mishna to the claim o 


he altar: Rabbi Yosei explains that both the portions 
hrough the sprinkling o 


he handful, 


lent to the 
burned on 


be burned 


MENAHOT : PEREK II: 13B° 97/3 p15 


AYA NTI 12 BLD NP 


pH ay - IN) AN? wept” 
wry vars "np 13 pyr bapa WIN 
PAN PX SDP II HA VK wr 

syria ms 53512 


by raid DII Wa RIN TA Ja) 
ny son yn pw oven ond 
ama 


ASNT ITD PINK TAN JY KI 
wh7 own -mi pi ITT May 
pia awa DIN xT ANAT A" 
RDM — APY TIT AMDT Math 

Jp yaw Mp TIN AON 


ea Rove MON eee 
apata webs own wd miaa 
TA 5 NY MDD ANP NT WT 
Woy MAN 72 Vas PINT a AW 
To Ay miaa ame nayg He 

lana 


aya Fy -TIIT A AYN” 81 
Voip wm) aay IPON ILT 
YRI wena NYT Mast yw 
3391 I7 - DPH Hon NY 
sop vem WI ne KYY sini ab 

NUNA WPNYI NY NUNI 


Therefore, the tanna teaches us that in this case Rabbi Yosei concedes 
that if the handful is removed with the intent to burn only the handful 
on the next day, the offering is rendered piggul. Accordingly, Rabbi 
Yosei holds that one renders an offering piggul with intent that con- 
cerns only half of its permitting factors, and the offering is not ren- 
dered piggul in the case of the latter clause for a different reason, as 
the Gemara will discuss later. 


§ The mishna teaches that if one removed the handful from a meal 
offering with the intent to burn its frankincense on the next day, 
Rabbi Yosei says that the meal offering is unfit but partaking of it 
does not include liability to receive karet. Concerning this, Reish 
Lakish says: Rabbi Yosei would say, i.e., this is Rabbi Yosei’s reason- 
ing: A permitting factor does not render another permitting factor 
piggul.’ In other words, if, while performing the rites of a permitting 
factor, one had intent to perform the rites of a different permitting 
factor outside its designated time, the offering is not rendered piggul 
on account of this intent. 


Reish Lakish adds: And you would say the same with regard to the 
two bowls of frankincense of the shewbread, that a permitting 
factor does not render another permitting factor piggul, and there- 
fore if the priest burned one of the bowls with the intent to burn the 
other bowl the next day, the shewbread is not rendered piggul. 


The Gemara asks: What is the purpose of the apparently superfluous 
statement: And you would say the same with regard to the two bowls 
of frankincense? Is there reason to assume that Rabbi Yosei would 
hold that the shewbread is rendered piggulin such a case? The Gemara 
responds that it is necessary, lest you say that the reason that Rabbi 
Yosei holds that there is no piggul in the case of the frankincense 
is because it is not of the same type as a meal offering. But with 
regard to the two bowls of frankincense, which are of the same 
type as each other, one might say that they do render one another 
piggul. Therefore, Reish Lakish teaches us that in both instances one 
permitting factor does not render another permitting factor piggul. 


The Gemara asks: And can you say that the reason for the opinion of 
Rabbi Yosei in the case of the frankincense in the mishna is not 
due to the fact that the frankincense is not of the same type as a 
meal offering? But isn’t it taught in the latter clause of the mishna 
that the Rabbis said to Rabbi Yosei: In what manner does the frank- 
incense differ from an animal offering, where if one slaughtered it 
with the intent to sacrifice the portions consumed on the altar the 
next day it is piggul; and Rabbi Yosei said to the Rabbis: There is a 
difference, as in the case of an animal offering, its blood, and its 
flesh, and its portions consumed on the altar are all one entity, but 
the frankincense is not part of the meal offering? The mishna indi- 
cates that according to Rabbi Yosei the reason the meal offering is not 
piggul is because the frankincense is not of the same type as the meal 
offering. 


The Gemara explains: What does Rabbi Yosei mean when he says 
that the frankincense is not part of the meal offering? He means 
that it is not part of the preclusion of the meal offering." The Gemara 
elaborates: This means that the halakha is not that just as the handful 
precludes the remainder, i.e., that as long as the handful is not 
burned the remainder may not be consumed, so too the handful 
precludes the frankincense from being burned upon the altar. 
Rather, if the priest wants, he burns this first, and if he wants, he 
burns that first, i.e., he may burn the frankincense before or after the 
burning of the handful. Accordingly, the frankincense is an indepen- 
dent permitting factor. For this reason, intent with regard to the frank- 
incense that occurred during the removal of the handful does not 
render a meal offering piggul. 
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The Gemara asks: And the Rabbis, who say that the meal offering 
is rendered piggul in such a case, what is their opinion? The Gemara 
responds: They hold that when we say that a permitting factor 
does not render another permitting factor piggul, this is with 
regard to the case taught in a mishna (16a) concerning one who 
slaughtered one of the lambs" whose sacrifice permits the con- 
sumption of the two loaves meal offering brought on Shavuot, with 
the intent to partake of the other lamb the next day. The Gemara 
elaborates: When you said in the mishna that both permitting 
factors are fit, this statement applies only where they were not 
fixed in one vessel. But in a situation where they were fixed in 
one vessel, as is the case with regard to the handful and the frank- 
incense, they are considered like one unit, and therefore they 
render one another piggul. 


§ With regard to the frankincense, Rabbi Yannai says: The collec- 
tion of the frankincense from a meal offering, when performed by 
a non-priest,'" is not valid and disqualifies the meal offering. The 
Gemara asks: What is the reason? Rabbi Yirmeya said: It is 
because the rite of conveying" has touched it, i.e., the collection 
of the frankincense is considered part of the rite of the conveying 
of the frankincense to the altar for the purpose of burning. Even if 
the non-priest simply collected the frankincense and thereafter 
transferred it to a priest, Rabbi Yannai holds that conveying even 
without moving one’s leg" is called conveying, and the halakha is 
that the performance of the rite of conveying by a non-priest" is 
not valid. 


Rav Mari said: We learn this halakha in the mishna on 12a, which 
discusses those sacrificial rites of a meal offering during which 
improper intent renders an offering piggul, as well. The mishna 
teaches: This is the principle: In the case of anyone who removes 
the handful, or places the handful in the vessel, or who conveys 
the vessel with the handful to the altar, or who burns the handful 
on the altar, with the intent to partake of an item whose typical 
manner is such that one partakes of it, or to burn an item whose 
typical manner is such that one burns it on the altar, outside its 
designated area, the meal offering is unfit but there is no liability 
for karet. If his intent was to perform any of these actions beyond 
their designated time, the offering is piggul and one is liable to 
receive karet on account of it, provided that the permitting factor, 
i.e., the handful, was sacrificed in accordance with its mitzva. 


Rav Mari analyzes the first part of this mishna: Granted, the 
removal of the handful from a meal offering is the same as, i.e., 
equivalent to, the slaughter’ of animal offerings. The conveying of 
the handful to the altar in order to burn it is also the same as the 
conveying of the blood of a slaughtered offering to the altar in 
order to sprinkle it. Similarly, the burning of the handful and frank- 
incense of a meal offering is comparable to the sprinkling of the 
blood of a slaughtered offering upon the altar. But as for placing 
the handful in the service vessel, what rite is he performing that 
is comparable to a rite of slaughtered offerings? 


NOTES 


HALAKHA 


One who slaughtered one of the lambs - p any pnw 
wwa: If one slaughtered one of the two lambs brought 
on Shavuot together with the two loaves, with the intent 
to partake of the second lamb the next day, both lambs are 
valid, as intent with regard to one does not disqualify the 
other (see 16a). With regard to the two bowls of frankin- 
cense that accompany the shewbread, since they both rest 
upon the table of the shewbread and are both sanctified by 
it, it is considered as though their contents are in the same 
vessel. Accordingly, if the priest removed one of the bowls 
with the intent to burn the second bowl the next day, it is 
piggul, in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis in the 
mishna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 
17:17; see Likkutei Halakhot). 


The collection of the frankincense by a non-priest — vip> 
xa mia: If a non-priest, or anyone else who is unfit to 
perform the Temple service, collected the frankincense 
from upon the meal offering, the offering is disqualified, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yannai (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 11:1). 


Conveying without moving one’s leg - bya Kow nain: 
Conveying without moving one’s leg is not considered a 
valid performance of the rite of conveying. Accordingly, if 
a priest collected and sprinkled the blood of a slaughtered 
offering while standing in the same place, the offering is 
disqualified. This halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yohanan on Zevahim 14b (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:23). 


Conveying by a non-priest - 43 agin: All of the rites 
of meal offerings that precede the removal of the hand- 
ful may be performed by non-priests. From the removal 
onward, its rites must be performed by priests (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 12:23 and Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:22, 11:7). 


The collection of the frankincense by a non-priest — vip 
xa miz: Meal offerings were sacrificed in the following man- 
ner: After the flour of the offering was mixed with its oil, frank- 
incense was placed upon the meal offering, and then the priest 
would present the vessel containing the entire offering before 
the altar. The priest would subsequently remove a handful 
from the flour and sanctify it in a second service vessel. Next, 
he would collect the frankincense from the meal offering and 
place it upon the handful in the second vessel, after which he 
would burn the handful and frankincense on the altar (Tosefta, 
Sota 14:2). The later commentaries note that this description, in 
which the priest burns the handful at the end of the process, 
apparently contradicts the assumption of the Gemara here 
that the frankincense may be sacrificed before the handful; 


see Hok Natan; Yad David, and Minhat Avraham, who discuss 
this at length. 


Because the rite of conveying — nyn own: According to 
Rashi, Rabbi Yirmeya claims that if the collection is performed 
by a non-priest, then the priest will not be performing the 
mitzva of conveying in its entirety. Consequently, if the non- 
priest merely collected the frankincense but the priest took it 
from the non-priest's hand, the offering is valid. According to 
Rav Mari, who maintains that the collection of the frankincense 
is considered a significant rite because it is an indispensable 
part of the preparation of the frankincense for sacrifice on the 
altar, even if they performed such an exchange the meal offer- 
ing would be disqualified (Zevah Toda). 


The removal of the handful is the same as slaughter — 
uniw 137 yip: The parallels drawn by Rav Mari are based 

on the fact that the halakhot of piggul are derived from verses 

discussing peace offerings, which are subsequently applied to 

all slaughtered offerings and meal offerings (see Zevahim 4b 

and 13b). It is therefore logical that meal offerings are rendered 

piggul only when the intent occurs during the performance of a 

sacrificial rite that is equivalent to one of the rites of slaughtered 

offerings. The removal of the handful is equated to the slaughter 
of an animal because the permitting factor of a slaughtered 

offering, i.e., the blood, is removed from the animal through its 

slaughter, just as the handful, which permits the remainder of 
the meal offering, is removed from the meal offering. 
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NOTES 


It is because it is comparable to the collection - 
bap ‘277: In other words, one cannot prove from 
he placement of the handful in a service vessel that 
any action that is indispensable to the sacrifice of an 
offering is similar to the rite of conveying. Accordingly, 
he collection of the frankincense may in fact not be 
considered a rite at all. Rather, only the placement of 
he handful in a vessel is comparable to the collection 
of the blood of an offering, and the collection of the 
rankincense is considered an entirely different action, 
despite the fact that it too is indispensable (Rashi). 


If one slaughtered the two lambs, etc. — 13” pnw 
^3 WA3: In addition to the seven lambs that were 
sacrificed as burnt offerings as part of the additional 
offerings brought on Shavuot, the Torah commands 
that two lambs must be brought as peace offerings 
to accompany the public offering of two loaves from 
the new wheat. When the priest would wave the two 
loaves, he would wave the limbs of these two lambs 
as well (see Leviticus 23:18-20). 

Although there is a dispute in the mishna on 45b as 
to whether the loaves are indispensable for the sacrifice 
of the lambs or vice versa, and the primary offering 
appears to consist of the two loaves, nevertheless the 
halakha is that the lambs render the loaves permitted, 
i.e., the slaughter of the lambs sanctifies the loaves for 
sacrifice, and the sprinkling of the lambs’ blood renders 
the loaves permitted for consumption by the priests 
(see Me'ila 9a). 


HALAKHA 

This and that are piggul - ap mm mt: If one slaugh- 
tered the two lambs of Shavuot with the intent to 
partake of one of the loaves the next day, the loaves 
are piggul. Similarly, if a priest burned the two bowls of 
frankincense with the intent to partake of one of the 
loaves of shewbread the next day, all the loaves are 
piggul (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMuk- 
dashin 1710—11). 
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If we say that the meal offering is piggul because the placing of the 
handful into a vessel is comparable to the collection of the blood 
of a slaughtered offering into a service vessel, one can ask: Are 
these rites in fact comparable? There, in the case of animal offer- 
ings, the blood enters the vessel by itself, whereas here, the priest 
takes the handful from the meal offering and casts it into the 
vessel. 


Rather, it must be due to the following reason: Since it is not 
possible to sacrifice the handful without first performing the act 
of placing it in a vessel, the placement of the handful in a vessel is 
considered a significant rite, and perforce this factor causes it to 
be considered like the collection of the blood. Here too, with 
regard to the collection of the frankincense, since it is not possible 
to sacrifice the frankincense without first performing the act of 
collecting it from the vessel, the collection of the frankincense is a 
significant rite that perforce causes it to be considered like the 
rite of conveying. 


The Gemara rejects this suggestion: No, this is not the reason, and 

one cannot prove from the mishna that the collection of the frank- 
incense from a meal offering performed by a non-priest is not valid. 
Actually, the reason why intent during the placement of the hand- 
ful renders the offering piggul is in fact because it is comparable 

to the collection" of the blood of a slaughtered offering. And as 

for the difficulty you raised, that there the blood enters the vessel 

by itself, whereas here he takes the handful from the meal offering 
and casts it into the vessel, this is not a true difficulty. 


The Gemara explains: Now consider, both of them, i.e., the collec- 
tion of the blood and the placing of the handful, involve the sanc- 
tity of a vessel, in which a service vessel sanctifies a permitting 
factor to the altar, either the handful or the blood. What difference 
is it to me if the permitting factor enters the vessel by itself or 
whether one takes the item and casts it into the vessel? 


` Mi S HN A If one slaughtered the two lambs" that 


accompany the two meal offering loaves 
sacrificed on Shavuot with the intent to partake of one of the two 
loaves the next day, or if one burned the two bowls of frank- 
incense accompanying the shewbread with the intent to partake 
of one of the arrangements of the shewbread the next day, Rabbi 
Yosei says: That loaf and that arrangement of which he intended 
to partake the next day are piggul and one is liable to receive karet 
for their consumption, and the second loaf and arrangement are 
unfit, but there is no liability to receive karet for their consump- 
tion. And the Rabbis say: This loaf and arrangement and that loaf 
and arrangement are both piggul" and one is liable to receive karet 
for their consumption. 


G E M ARA Rav Huna says: Rabbi Yosei would say, 


in accordance with his opinion that intent 
of piggul with regard to one loaf or one arrangement does not 
render the second loaf or arrangement piggul, that if one had intent 
of piggul with regard to the right thigh, i.e., he slaughtered an 
offering with the intent to partake of the right thigh the next day, 
then the left thigh has not become piggul and one is not liable 
to receive karet for its consumption. What is the reason for this? 
If you wish, propose a logical argument, and if you wish, cite 
a verse. 


Rav Huna elaborates: If you wish, propose a logical argument: 
Disqualifying intent is no stronger than an incident of ritual 
impurity, and if one limb of an offering became impure, did the 
entire offering then become impure? Accordingly, one limb can 
be rendered piggul without the other. And if you wish, cite a verse 
that addresses piggul: “And the soul that eats of it shall bear his 
iniquity” (Leviticus 7:18). The verse indicates that one who eats 
specifically “of it,” i.e., from one part, shall bear his iniquity, and 
not one who eats from the other part of the offering. 
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Rav Nahman raised an objection to Rav Huna from a baraita: And 
the Rabbis say that there is never liability to receive karet for 
partaking of the two loaves unless one has intent of piggul with 
regard to an olive-bulk of both of them, i.e., one’s intent renders 
both loaves piggul only ifhe slaughters the lambs with the intent to 
consume an amount equal to an olive-bulk from both loaves com- 
bined outside their proper time. One can infer from this that if he 
had intent with regard to both of them, yes, both loaves are piggul. 
But ifhis intent was with regard to only one of them, no, the other 
loaf is not piggul. 


Rav Nahman continues: In accordance with whose opinion is the 
baraita? If we say that it is in accordance with the opinion of the 
Rabbis of the mishna, then even if his intent was with regard to 
only one of them, both loaves are rendered piggul. Rather, it is 
obvious that the baraita is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yosei. Now, granted, if you say that according to Rabbi Yosei the 
left and right thighs of an offering are considered one body, and 
consequently piggul intent with regard to one thigh renders the 
other thigh piggul as well, then due to that reason it is understand- 
able that if the piggul intent was for an amount equal to one total 
olive-bulk from both of the loaves, then the intent with regard to 
each loaf is combined with the other. 


But if you say that Rabbi Yosei holds that the right and left thighs 
of an offering are considered two distinct bodies, and therefore 
piggul intent with regard to one does not render the other piggul, 
then in the case of the two loaves, would the intentions concerning 
both loaves combine to render them both piggul? 


Rav Huna responds: One cannot infer anything from this baraita 
with regard to the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, as in accordance with 
whose opinion is this baraita? It is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, as it is taught in another baraita: With 
regard to one who slaughters one of the lambs brought as peace 
offerings on Shavuot with the intent to consume half an olive-bulk 
from this loaf" the next day, and similarly, he slaughtered the 
other lamb with the intent to consume half an olive-bulk from 
that second loaf the next day, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: I say that 
this offering is valid, as his intentions do not combine. 


Rav Huna continues: It may be inferred that the reason why the 
priest’s intentions do not combine is that his intent was said with 
regard to a half and a half," i.e., he slaughtered each lamb with the 
intent to consume half an olive-bulk from one loaf the next day. But 
ifhe said during the slaughter of each of the lambs that he is slaugh- 
tering it with the intent to consume an olive-bulk from both of 
them, then the halves combine to render the offering piggul. 


The Gemara asks: And as for Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who says that 
the two loaves are piggul only if he has intent with regard to an 
amount equal to an olive-bulk from both of them combined, in 

accordance with whose opinion" is his statement? If it is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of the Rabbis of the mishna, who hold that 
piggul intent with regard to one loaf renders both loaves piggul, then 

even if his intent was with regard to only one of them, both loaves 

should be piggul. And if it is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yosei, who holds that piggul intent with regard to one loaf 
does not render the second loaf piggul, then our difficulty returns 

to its place: If Rabbi Yosei holds that the right and left thighs are 

considered two distinct bodies, how can intentions with regard to 

two halves of an olive-bulk combine to render both loaves piggul? 


HALAKHA 


To consume half an olive-bulk from this loaf - Sion) 
şt ann Mt xn: With regard to one who slaughters one 
of the two lambs that accompany the two loaves brought 
on Shavuot with the intent to consume half an olive-bulk 
from one loaf the next day, and then slaughters the second 
lamb with the intent to consume half an olive-bulk from 
the second loaf the next day, these intentions combine to 
render the offering piggul. The halakhais in accordance with 
the opinion of the Rabbis, who disagree with Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi; see 14b and16b (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 17:15). 


NOTES 


His intent was said with regard to a half and a half, etc. - 
nawy sm Wax: During the slaughter of each lamb, it is not 
necessary for one to have intent to consume an olive-bulk 
from both loaves collectively in order for his intentions to 
be combined. Rather, even if he intended each time to 
consume half an olive-bulk from each loaf, his intentions 
combine to render the offering piggul (Yashar VaTov). One 
can further infer from Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s statement that 
if, during the slaughter of each lamb, he had intent with 
regard to an olive-bulk from a different loaf, his intentions 
combine, despite the fact that each time he had a different 
loaf in mind. The reason is that according to this opinion the 
two loaves are considered like a single body (commentary 
attributed to Rashba). 


In accordance with whose opinion — }127 xI: In other 
words, even if this baraita is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, this does not resolve the difficulty 
against the opinion of Rabbi Yosei. One cannot simply say 
hat Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s opinion is unconnected to the 
dispute between Rabbi Yosei and the Rabbis. The reason is 
hat the dispute between Rabbi Yosei and the Rabbis is a 
undamental disagreement with regard to whether piggul 
in one part of an offering renders another part of it piggul. 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi must hold in accordance with one of 
hese two opinions; there is no room for a third opinion in 
his situation. 
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HALAKHA 


He had an intention that can render it piggul, with regard 
to a matter that is performed outside...with regard to a 
matter that is performed inside - ... yin mwya 1273 bys 
09993 mwya IITA: With regard to a sin offering whose blood 
is placed inside the Sanctuary, if a priest who was standing 
in the Temple courtyard had intent concerning an action 


performed 
he had inte 
Sanctuary, 
courtyard: 


intent to sprinkle its blood the next day, the offering is no 


nt concerning an action performed outside 
he offering is piggul. How so? If he said in 
am hereby slaughtering this animal with 


piggul, as the sprinkling of its blood is performed inside 


Sanctuary. 
blood with 
day, 


f he said in the Sanctuary: | am sprinkling 
the intent to pour the remaining blood the n 


he offering is not piggul, since while standing in 


Sanc 


uary he had intent concerning an action performed 
in the courtyard, as the blood is poured onto the base o 


the external altar. But if he slaughtered the animal in 
courtyard with the intent to pour the remaining blood 
the next day, or to burn the portions on the next day, 


offering is piggul, as while standing outside he had inten 


inside the Sanctuary, the offering is not piggul. If 


ne 


ex 
ne 


with regard to an action performed outside (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 17:4-6). 
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The Gemara responds: Actually, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s statement 
is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis. And do not say 
that the baraita states: It is not piggul unless one has the intent of 
piggul with regard to both of them [bishteihen], in the feminine 
form, whereby the baraita would be referring to the loaves. Rather, 
the baraita states: With regard to both of them [bishneihen], in the 
masculine form, i.e., unless he slaughters both lambs with piggul 
intent, and in such a case, even if his intent was with regard to only 
one of the loaves, the offering is piggul. 


The Gemara adds: And this baraita serves to exclude the opinion 
of Rabbi Meir, who says in the mishna on 16a: One renders an 
offering piggul by means of intent during the sacrifice of half a 
permitting factor, e.g., if one slaughtered one of the lambs with the 
intent to consume the two loaves the next day, the loaves are piggul. 
This baraita teaches us that this is not the halakha. 


The Gemara asks: If so, then what is the meaning of the emphasis 
in the baraita: There is never liability? Granted, this phrase is under- 
standable if you say that the baraita means that the loaves are not 
piggul unless he has intent with regard to both of the loaves and 
both of the lambs, i.e., they are piggul only if he slaughters both 
lambs with the intention to partake of both loaves the next day. In 
that case the baraita is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yosei, and it comes to exclude the statements of both Rabbi Meir 
and the Rabbis, and this is the reason that the baraita states: There 
is never liability, to emphasize that Rabbi Yosei disagrees with both 
of these opinions. 


But if you say that the baraita is in accordance with the opinion of 
the Rabbis and that it serves to exclude only the opinion of Rabbi 
Meir, for what reason does the baraita stress: There is never liabil- 
ity? The tanna would not use such a word to exclude merely one 
opinion. Rather, it must be that the baraita is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei. If so, then the difficulty raised against Rav 
Huna, who says that piggul intent concerning the right thigh does 
not render the left one piggul, remains unresolved. 


And furthermore, didn’t Rav Ashi say: Come and hear a refutation 
of the opinion of Rav Huna from a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
says in the name of Rabbi Yosei that if, while performing the sac- 
rificial rites for the bulls or goats which are burned as an offering, 
the priest had an intention that can render the offering piggul with 
regard to a matter that is performed outside the Sanctuary, i.e, in 
the Temple courtyard, he has rendered the offering piggul. If his 
intention was with regard to a matter that is performed inside" 
the Sanctuary or the Holy of Holies, he has not rendered the 
offering piggul. 


NOTES 


He has rendered the offering piggul, if his intention was with 
regard to a matter that is performed inside - Twat satabys 
053: The baraita discusses the offerings of bulls and goats that 
were burned outside Jerusalem. Like all other offerings, these 
animals were slaughtered in the Temple courtyard and their 
portions were burned on the outer altar. In contrast to other 
offerings, their blood was sprinkled inside the Sanctuary toward 
the Curtain separating the Sanctuary and the Holy of Holies, 
and was also placed upon the golden altar. 

The halakhot taught in the baraita are derived from 


he 


Torah’s juxtaposition of the bull of the High Priest, which is one 
of the offerings burned outside Jerusalem, to a peace offering, 
which is the source for the halakhot of piggul. Accordingly, 
just as peace offerings are rendered piggul only when one's 
actions and intentions of piggul concern a rite performed on 
the external altar, so too, in the case of the bull of the High 
Priest, the offering is rendered piggul only when the actions 
and intentions of piggul involve a rite performed on the external 
altar (see Zevahim 44b). 
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The baraita elaborates: How so? If he was standing outside when 
slaughtering the animal and said: I hereby slaughter the animal 
with the intention of sprinkling its blood tomorrow inside the 
Sanctuary, he has not rendered the offering piggul. The reason is 
that when one has an intention outside with regard to a matter 
that is performed inside, he has not rendered the offering piggul. 
Likewise, if he was standing inside when sprinkling, and said: I 
hereby sprinkle the blood of the sin offering in order to burn its 
sacrificial portions on the external altar tomorrow and to pour out 
its remainder on the base of the altar tomorrow, he has not ren- 
dered the offering piggul, as he had an intention inside with regard 
to a matter that is performed outside. 


But if he was standing outside and said: I hereby slaughter the 
animal with the intention to pour out the remainder of its blood 
tomorrow, or to burn its sacrificial portions tomorrow, he has 
rendered the offering piggul, as he had an intention outside with 
regard to a matter that is performed outside. 


The Gemara analyzes this baraita: With regard to the case where one 
slaughtered the offering with the intent to pour the remaining 
blood the next day, what could be rendered piggul? If we say the 
blood could be rendered piggul," one can ask: Does blood become 
piggul? But didn’t we learn in a mishna (Zevahim 42b): These 
are the items for which one is not liable to receive karet due to 
the prohibition of piggul:" The handful; the frankincense;" the 
incense; the meal offering of priests; the meal offering accompa- 
nying the libations brought with an animal offering; the meal 
offering of the anointed priest; and the blood? 


Rather, it is obvious that the baraita means that it is the meat of the 
offering that could be rendered piggul. Now consider: And ifthere, 
in the baraita, where he did not have intent with regard to the meat 
itself, as his intention was not to partake of the meat the next day 
but to pour the remaining blood the next day, and yet Rabbi Yosei 
said that the meat is rendered piggul; then here, where he has 
intent to partake of the right thigh the next day, which is part of the 
offering itself, is it not all the more so that ifhe had intent of piggul 
with regard to the right thigh, he has rendered the left thigh piggul 
as well? 


And furthermore, doesn’t Ravina say: Come and hear a refutation 
of the statement of Rav Huna from the mishna (13a): In the case of 
one who removes a handful from the meal offering with the intent 
to partake of its remainder or to burn its handful on the next day, 
Rabbi Yosei concedes in this instance that he has rendered the 
offering piggul and he is liable to receive karet for partaking of it. 


Ravina continues: When one removes the handful with the intent 
to burn its handful, what could be rendered piggul? If we say that 
the handful could be rendered piggul, does the handful become 
piggul? But didn’t we learn in a mishna (Zevahim 42b): These are 
the items for which one is not liable to receive karet due to the 
prohibition of piggul: The handful, etc. Rather, it is obvious that 
the remainder could be rendered piggul. Now consider: And if 
there, in the mishna, where he did not have intent with regard to 
the remainder itself, i.e., to partake of the remainder the next day, 


NOTES 


If we say the blood could be rendered piggul - ough xin 
D7: Although one is already liable to receive karet for consuming 
the blood on account of the prohibition against the consumption 
of blood, perhaps one might be further liable to receive karet for 
consuming piggul. Some commentaries explain that the baraita is 
referring to a case where one consumed the blood unintentionally. 
Accordingly, the Gemara is suggesting that one who consumes 
the blood might be obligated to bring two sin offerings, one for 
each transgression whose intentional violation renders him liable 
to receive karet (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). 


The handful, the frankincense - maiabm yaipn: Rashi explains that 
he same reasoning applies to all the items listed in the mishna: 
Piggul takes effect only on items that become permitted through 
heir respective permitting factors, whether for consumption or for 
sacrifice upon the altar. The mishna lists items that are themselves 
permitting factors, e.g., the blood, handful, and frankincense, as 
well as items that have no permitting factors, such as the incense 
and certain meal offerings, which are burned in their entirety on 
he altar. 


HALAKHA 


Items for which one is not liable due to the prohi- 
bition of piggul — bays own yp by pay pew DIT: 
The following items can never become piggul: The 
handful; the frankincense; the incense; the blood; 
and any meal offering that is burned in its entirety 
on the altar, e.g., the meal offering of priests and 
the meal offering accompanying the libations of a 
slaughtered offering. This halakha is in accordance 
with the mishna on Zevahim 42b (Rambam Sefer 


Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:8). 
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Perek II 
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NOTES 


The verse renders them one body, etc. - 3737 
nD TMK Ma Nwy: The early commentaries disagree 
as to the meaning of Rabbi Yohanan’s statement. 
According to Rashi, the fact that the loaves preclude 
one another indicates that they are considered a 
single entity. At the same time, they are considered 
separate entities with regard to the fact that each 
loaf must be prepared separately. Others explain 
that Rabbi Yohanan’s statement is based on a specific 
verse in the Torah, and not based on the halakhot 
pertaining to the loaves. The verse in question states: 
“You shall bring a wave-loaf” (Leviticus 23:17), which 
indicates that the loaves are considered one body. As 
the same verse also states: “Two of two tenths of an 
ephah,’ it indicates that the loaves are distinct from 
one another (Tosafot). 


If one had intent of piggul with regard to the 
loaves of a thanks offering - ntin rama bya: 

The Torah states that there are four parts to the loaves 
of a thanks offering: Three parts, which are unleav- 
ened, are called loaves, wafers, and loaves soaked in 

oil, and one part is leavened loaves (see Leviticus 7:12 
and 77a). With regard to baked meal offerings as well, 
the Torah states that they consist of both loaves and 

wafers (see Leviticus 2:4). 


88  MENAHOT -PEREK II: 14B: YATIP 


ADA MI Ta DONT NDT ADA 
araw ba xb 


PST] KYD WNT [BT DITAN NPN 
DNM IMS Pa WY INIA dP 
Been = TIN epee ae Se 
See ea es 

sepa mand em spay atin) 


PAREY INA pawn -AyIw 
IBY anda pÝ- mys any 
pune 


Jatin onha Sys cpm ay ova 
= Nan 2I MON DMNA PINA 
N gal 12) KIYAN Kabr al 
nmga vais N ATN aha 

psn 


mpm nonee han ae -msn 
powy 


and yet Rabbi Yosei said that the remainder is rendered piggul; then 
here, where he has intent to partake of the right thigh the next day, 
which is part of the offering itself, is it not all the more so that both 
thighs should become piggul? 


Rather, Rabbi Yohanan said: Rabbi Yosei holds that intent of piggul 
with regard to one thigh renders the other thigh piggul as well, as 
they are of one body. Similarly, with regard to two loaves, Rabbi 
Yosei is of the opinion that if one intends to consume an amount 
equal to an olive-bulk from both loaves, both loaves are rendered 
piggul. And as for his statement that intent of piggul with regard to 
one loaf does not render the other loaf piggul, this is the reasoning 
of Rabbi Yosei: The verse renders the two loaves one body," and 
the verse also renders them two bodies. The verse renders them 
one body in the sense that they preclude one another, i.e., neither 
loaf is valid without the other. The verse also renders them two 
bodies, as the Merciful One states: This loaf is prepared alone 
and that is prepared alone, i.e., the kneading and arrangement of 
each loaf must be performed separately. 


Therefore, if the priest mixed them together by intending to con- 
sume an olive-bulk from both of them, then they are mixed and 
they are both piggul, as the verse renders them one body. But if he 
separated them by having intent with regard to only one loaf, in 
that case they are separated and only that loafis piggul, as the verse 
renders them two bodies. 


Rabbi Yohanan raises a dilemma: If one had intent of piggul with 

regard to one type of loaf from the loaves of a thanks offering," 

what is the halakha concerning the remaining types of loaves, i.e., 
are they rendered piggul as well? Similarly, if one had intent of piggul 

with regard to either the loaves or the wafers of baked meal offer- 
ings, what is the halakha with regard to the remaining type? Rav 
Tahlifa from the West, i.e., Eretz Yisrael, taught him a baraita that 
states: And likewise you say with regard to the bread of a thanks 

offering, and likewise you say with regard to a baked meal offer- 
ing, that the halakha is a matter of dispute between Rabbi Yosei and 

the Rabbis. 


n § The Sages taught in a baraita: If at the time of the slaughter of 
an offering one had intent to consume half an olive-bulk" of its 
meat the next day, and at the time of the sprinkling of the blood 
he had intent to consume half of another olive-bulk of meat the 
next day, the offering is piggul, as intentions that occur during the 
slaughter and sprinkling combine to render an offering piggul. 


HALAKHA 


If one had intent of piggul with regard to the loaves of a thanks 
offering - ntin mmya bya: If one has intent of piggul concerning 
one of the loaves of the bread of a thanks offering, or one of the 
loaves of a baked meal offering, all of the loaves are rendered 
piggul (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 17:12). 


At the time of the slaughter one had intent to consume half 
an olive-bulk, etc. -^31 myr biagh awn nonw nywa: If one 
had intent during the slaughter of an offering to consume half 
an olive-bulk in an improper manner, and then had intent during 
the sprinkling of the blood to consume half an olive-bulk in an 
improper manner; or if one had such intent with regard to half 
an olive-bulk during the collection of the blood and similar intent 


during the conveying of the blood, these intentions combine to 
disqualify the offering in a case where his intentions were to con- 
sume the halves outside their designated area, or they combine to 
render the offering piggul in a case where his intentions were to 
consume the halves outside their designated time. This is because 
the four sacrificial rites of an offering are considered one rite. The 
Rambam rules in accordance with the stringent interpretation 
of the baraita because the Gemara indicates that the baraita is 
in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis. Additionally, the 
halakha generally follows the second interpretation of a baraita 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 14:10, and see 
Kesef Mishne there; see Likkutei Halakhot). 
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There is a dispute between amora’im with regard to the halakha of 
this baraita: Some say that in the case of intentions that occur 
specifically during the slaughter’ and sprinkling, as both of 
them are permitting factors of the offering, yes, the intentions 
combine. But intentions that occur during the collection of the 
blood in a service vessel and the conveying of the blood to the 
altar do not combine, as neither rite is a permitting factor. And 
some say that ifintentions during those rites that are distant from 
one another, i.e., the slaughter and sprinkling, combine, all the 
more so intentions during these rites that are close to one 
another, i.e., collection and conveying, certainly combine. 


The Gemara asks: Is that so, i.e., that intentions during the slaugh- 
ter and sprinkling combine? But Levi teaches in a baraita: Inten- 
tions that occur during the four sacrificial rites do not combine 
to render an offering piggul, and those rites are: Slaughter and 
sprinkling, collection and conveying. Rava said: It is not diffi- 
cult; this statement of Levi is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, whereas that baraita is in accordance with 
the opinion of the Rabbis. 


As it is taught in a baraita with regard to the two loaves and two 
lambs sacrificed on Shavuot: With regard to one who slaughters 
one of the lambs brought as peace offerings on Shavuot with the 
intent to consume half an olive-bulk from this loaf the next day, 
and similarly, he slaughtered the other lamb with the intent to 
consume half an olive-bulk from that second loaf the next day, 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says:" I say that this offering is valid. 
Clearly, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds that intentions that occur 
during the performance of two permitting factors do not combine 
to render an offering piggul. 


Abaye said to Rava: You can say that you have heard that Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi holds that intentions do not combine to render 
an offering piggul when each intention is concerning half a per- 
mitting factor and half a measure of consumption, i.e., one lamb 
and half an olive-bulk. But in a case where one had intentions 
during the performance of an entire permitting factor, i.e., during 
the slaughter and sprinkling, and concerning half a measure of 
consumption, did you hear him say that such intentions do not 
combine? 


Rava bar Rav Hanan’ said to Abaye: But if Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
is of the opinion that intentions during the performance of an 
entire permitting factor and concerning half a measure of con- 
sumption combine to render an offering piggul, why does he rule 
that when one slaughters each lamb with the intent to consume 
half an olive-bulk from one loaf the next day the offering is entirely 
valid? Let him decree that intentions during half a permitting 
factor and concerning half a measure of consumption disqualify 
an offering, due to the fact that intentions during an entire per- 
mitting factor and concerning half a measure of consumption 
render the offering piggul, as one finds in similar instances that 
Rabbi Yosei decreed and the Rabbis decreed in this manner. 


Rava bar Rav Hanan elaborates: Rabbi Yosei decreed" in such a 
case, as we learned in a mishna (13a): With regard to one who 
removes a handful from the meal offering with the intent to burn 
its handful on the next day, everyone agrees that the meal offering 
is piggul. But if his intent was to burn its frankincense on the next 
day, Rabbi Yosei says: The meal offering is unfit, but partaking 
of it does not include liability to receive karet. And the Rabbis 
say: It is a case of piggul and one is liable to receive karet for 
partaking of the meal offering. Since one is not liable to receive 
karet, Rabbi Yosei evidently disqualifies the meal offering as a 
rabbinic decree due to concern over a case where his intention 
was to burn the handful the next day. 


NOTES 
Slaughter — mwmw: Rashi explains that the slaughter of an 
offering is considered a permitting factor because it sancti- 
fies the blood for sacrifice upon the altar (see Tosafot). 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says, etc. - 13) Wai *37: Although 
he baraita makes no explicit mention of any opinion of 
he Rabbis, it can be inferred from Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi's 
statement: | say, that the Rabbis disagree and maintain 
hat the offering is in fact piggul (Piskei HaRid; see 16b). 


Rabbi Yosei decreed, etc. — 13) 14 pit 9D: It is clear from 
he Gemara that in any situation involving piggul where 
he offering is disqualified but one is not liable to receive 
karet for partaking of it, itis a rabbinic decree, unless there 
is another reason for the offering to be disqualified, e.g., if 
one intended to partake of it outside its designated place, 
or sacrificed it not for its sake. With regard to the opinion of 
Rabbi Yosei in the mishna (13b) that if one slaughtered both 
lambs with the intent to partake of one loaf on the next 
day, the second loaf is disqualified and there is no liability 
to receive karet, the commentaries disagree whether this 
too is a rabbinic decree, or whether the second loaf is 
disqualified by Torah law. 


PERSONALITIES 


Rava bar Rav Hanan - py 3173 831: Rava bar Rav Hanan 
was a fourth-generation Babylonian amora, a contempo- 
rary of Abaye and Rava, also known as Rava bar Rav Yosef 
bar Hama. It is mentioned several times in the Gemara 
that Rava bar Rav Hanan was a disciple of Rabba, and 
he, along with Abaye, learned from Rabba in Pumbedita, 
Rava bar Rav Hanan’s hometown. Rava bar Rav Hanan 
and Abaye were considered faithful students of Rabba, 
since he assumed that they would properly eulogize him 
upon his death. Rava bar Rav Hanan is often mentioned 
in the Gemara as disagreeing with Abaye, posing difficul- 
ties to Abaye’s opinions, or raising halakhic inquiries to 
him. Apparently Rav Yosef, the second teacher of Abaye, 
was a neighbor of Rava bar Rav Hanan, and Rava bar Rav 
Hanan refused to accept his opinion in a dispute between 
neighbors. 
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And the Rabbis decreed as well, as we learned in a mishna (16a): 
If one had intent of piggul during the burning of the handful but 
not during the burning of the frankincense, or if he had such intent 
during the burning of the frankincense but not during the burning 
of the handful, Rabbi Meir says: The meal offering is piggul and 
one is liable to receive karet for its consumption, and the Rabbis 
say: There is no liability to receive karet for its consumption unless 
he has intent of piggul during the burning of the entire permitting 
factor, i.e., both the handful and the frankincense. Since the Rabbis 
state that there is no liability to receive karet, but they do not rule 
that the offering is valid, evidently they maintain that the offering 
is disqualified by rabbinic law, due to concern over a case of piggul 
intent during the burning of the entire permitting factor. 


Abaye said to Rava bar Rav Hanan: How can these cases be com- 
pared? Granted there, Rabbi Yosei decreed that the offering is 
disqualified in a case of intent involving the handful of frankin- 
cense due to the concern of intent involving the handful of the 
meal offering, as the two cases are similar. 


Similarly, the Rabbis decreed that the offering is disqualified in a 
case of intent involving the handful due to a similar case of intent 
concerning the handful of the meal offering of a sinner. There is 
no frankincense in the case of a meal offering of a sinner, and con- 
sequently the priest’s intent with regard to the handful alone renders 
the offering piggul, as it is the sole permitting factor. And the Rabbis 
also decreed in a case of intent with regard to the frankincense due 
to a similar case of intent concerning the frankincense that comes 
in the bowls that accompany the shewbread. Here there is no hand- 
ful, and consequently intent with regard to the frankincense alone 
renders the shewbread piggul. 


In the case of the two lambs that accompany the two loaves brought 
on Shavuot as well (16a), the Rabbis rule that if one slaughters one 
of the lambs with the intent to consume both loaves the next day 
the offering is disqualified, but one is not liable to receive karet for 
partaking of it. This is a rabbinic decree in a case of intent during 
the slaughter of one lamb due to the other lamb, as were one to 
slaughter both lambs with intent of piggul, the loaves would be 
rendered piggul, since his intent occurred during the slaughter of 
the entire permitting factor. 


Similarly, when one burns a single bowl of frankincense from those 
that accompany the shewbread with the intent to consume both 
arrangements of shewbread the next day, the Rabbis disqualify the 
shewbread by rabbinic decree due to the other bowl, i.e., due to the 
concern over piggul intent during the burning of both bowls, as this 
intent involves the burning of the entire permitting factor. 


Abaye concludes: But here, in the case of the baraita where one 
slaughtered each of the two lambs with the intent to consume half 
an olive-bulk from a different loaf, is there another instance in 
general where intent during the performance of a rite concerning 
half a permitting factor and with regard to half a measure of 
consumption renders an offering piggul, that Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi will arise and decree that the lambs in this instance are 
disqualified? 


The Gemara notes: So too, it is reasonable that the reasoning of 
the Rabbis is due to that explanation, i.e., they disqualified the 

offerings in the aforementioned cases due to the fact that in similar 
instances the offering is piggul. This is evident from the fact that it 
is taught in the latter clause of the mishna (16a): The Rabbis con- 
cede to Rabbi Meir in the case of the meal offering of a sinner and 

the meal offering of jealousy that if one had intent of piggul dur- 
ing the burning of the handful, the meal offering is piggul and one 

is liable to receive karet for its consumption, as the handful is the 

sole permitting factor. 
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The Gemara explains this proof: Why do I need the mishna to teach 
this last statement at all? Isn’t it obvious that these meal offerings 
are piggul, as is there another permitting factor aside from the 
handful? Rather, is it not correct to say that this is what the mishna 
teaches us, that the reason that the Rabbis disqualified a standard 
meal offering when only the handful was removed with the intent 
of piggul is because there is the case of the handful of the meal 
offering of a sinner, which is similar to it and is rendered piggul 
due to intent involving the handful alone? 


MI S HNA If one of the two loaves of Shavuot or one 

of the two arrangements of the shewbread 
became ritually impure,™ Rabbi Yehuda says: Both must be taken 
to the place of burning’ like any other disqualified offering, as no 
communal offering is divided. That is, it is either fit in its entirety 
or unfit in its entirety. And the Rabbis say: The impure one remains 
in its state of impurity and the pure one shall be eaten. 


G E M ARA Rabbi Elazar says: The dispute between 
Rabbi Yehuda and the Rabbis applies only 
to a case where one loaf became ritually impure before the sprin- 
kling" of the blood of the lambs, as this is the act that renders the 
loaves permitted for consumption. Accordingly, they disagree 
whether the sprinkling is effective in permitting the remaining pure 
loaf for consumption. But in a case where one loaf was rendered 
impure after the sprinkling, meaning that both loaves were initially 
permitted for consumption, everyone agrees that the impure one 
remains in its state of impurity and the pure one shall be eaten. 


The Gemara asks: And in the case where the loaves become impure 
before the sprinkling of the blood, with regard to what principle 
do they disagree? Rav Pappa said: They disagree with regard to 
the frontplate of the High Priest, i.e., whether it effects acceptance" 
only for the impurity of items sacrificed on the altar, or even for the 
impurity of items that would normally be consumed by the priests. 


NOTES 


One of the two loaves or one of the two arrangements 
became ritually impure — pa Int ix mibnia ja nn nxw. 
œY: This mishna is cited here because it contrasts with the 
previous mishna, i.e., whereas the previous mishna taught that 
when one loaf becomes piggul the other loaf becomes piggul 
as well, this mishna teaches that when one loaf becomes ritually 
impure, the impure one remains in its state of impurity while 
the pure one is consumed (see Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 17:13). 


The dispute applies only before the sprinkling — npibna 
apt pb: This refers specifically to the case of the two loaves, 
as the sprinkling of the blood of the lambs renders the loaves 


permitted for consumption. With regard to the shewbread, 


Rabbi Elazar would say that the dispute between Rabbi Yehuda 
and the Rabbis applies only in a case where the arrangement 


became impure before the bowls of frankincense were burned, 


as that act renders the shewbread permitted for consumption. 


With regard to the frontplate, whether it effects acceptance - 
mya ya: The verse states with regard to the frontplate: “And 

it shall be upon Aaron's forehead, and Aaron shall bear the iniq- 
uity committed in the holy items, which the children of Israel 

shall sanctify, even in all their holy gifts; and it shall be always 

upon his forehead, that they may be accepted before the Lord” 
(Exodus 28:38). The Sages teach that the iniquity borne by the 

frontplate is that of ritual impurity in the Temple, i.e., an offering 

that becomes impure is “accepted before the Lord” on account 
of the frontplate (see 25a—b). 


Modern reconstruction of the frontplate 


HALAKHA 


One of the two loaves or one of the two arrangements 
became ritually impure — ja TX ix niboa ya nox DNAD 
D1: If one of the two loaves, or one of the arrangements 
of shewbread, or one of the loaves of bread from a thanks 
offering became ritually impure, regardless of whether 
they became impure before or after the sprinkling of the 
blood, the impure loaves or arrangements are prohibited 
for consumption, while the remaining loaves or arrange- 
ments are consumed in a state of ritual purity (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 17:13; see also Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 5:16). 


BACKGROUND 

The place of burning — 79w Ma: This term is used in 
he Talmud to refer to three different places. One was in the 
Temple courtyard, where offerings that became disquali- 
fied within the Temple would be burned. The second was 
outside the Temple, on the Temple Mount, where sacrificial 
bulls and goats that had become disqualified due to leaving 
he Temple courtyard were burned. The third was outside 
Jerusalem, where the priests would burn those sacrificial 
bulls and goats whose ritual entailed burning them outside 
he Temple. 


The bull and the goat of Yom Kippur being brought to the place of burning 
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HALAKHA 


The frontplate effects acceptance — ngv y’: The front- 
plate effects acceptance for impure sacrificed items, but it 
does not effect acceptance for items that are consumed, 
nor for a person who is impure from a known source of 
impurity. The exception is with regard to instances where 
impurity is overridden in cases involving the public, as the 
frontplate effects acceptance for such impurities (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 4:7). 


If one of the bowls of frankincense became impure — 
pana pa IM Ka): If one of the bowls of frankincense 
accompanying the shewbread was rendered impure, the 
impure frankincense remains in its impure state and the 
pure frankincense remains in its pure state (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 5:16). 
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The Rabbis hold that the frontplate effects acceptance" for items 
that are normally consumed by the priests but have become ritually 
impure. Consequently, the sprinkling of the blood in this case is an 
entirely valid act that is capable of rendering the remaining pure loaf 
permitted for consumption. And Rabbi Yehuda holds that the 
frontplate does not effect acceptance for items that are consumed 
by the priests and have become impure. Accordingly, the sprinkling 
of the blood is ineffective in rendering the remaining pure loaf 
permitted for consumption. 


Rav Huna, son of Rav Natan, said to Rav Pappa: Can this be the 
dispute between Rabbi Yehuda and the Rabbis? But what about 
items that normally ascend upon the altar? Even Rabbi Yehuda 
concedes that the frontplate effects acceptance for impure items 
that normally ascend the altar, and Rabbi Yehuda and the Rabbis 
nevertheless disagree with regard to the remaining item in a case of 
this kind. 


The Gemara provides the source for this claim. As it is taught in a 
baraita: If one of the bowls of frankincense accompanying the 
shewbread, which are meant to be burned upon the altar, became 
impure," Rabbi Yehuda says that the rites of both of them may be 
performed in impurity, i.e., the priest may even render the second 
bowl impure and burn both of them together, as no communal 
offering is divided, and the mitzva to sacrifice communal offerings 
overrides the prohibition against rendering them impure. And the 
Rabbis say: The impure one remains in its state of impurity and 
the pure one remains in its state of purity. Evidently, their dispute 
does not depend on whether the frontplate effects acceptance. 


And furthermore, Rav Ashi said: Come and hear an additional 
proof that the dispute between Rabbi Yehuda and the Rabbis does 
not concern the frontplate, as we learn in a mishna (Pesahim 80a) 
with regard to the consumption of the Paschal offering in a state of 
impurity, that Rabbi Yehuda says: Even if one tribe is ritually 
impure" and all the rest of the tribes are pure, all the tribes may 
perform the rite of the Paschal offering in a state of impurity, as no 
communal offerings are divided. Rav Ashi explains: But here, 
what relevance is there to the question of whether the frontplate 
effects acceptance? The frontplate effects acceptance for offerings 
that have become impure; but it does not render it permitted for 
one who is ritually impure to sacrifice an offering. 


And furthermore, doesn’t Ravina say: Come and hear a proof that 
the matter of the frontplate cannot be the subject of the dispute 
between Rabbi Yehuda and the Rabbis, as the mishna teaches: If 
one of the two loaves brought on Shavuot or one of the two 
arrangements of shewbread became ritually impure, Rabbi 
Yehuda says: Both must be taken to the place of burning, as no 
communal offering is divided. And the Rabbis say: The impure 
one remains in its impurity and the pure one may be eaten. 


NOTES 


Even if one tribe is ritually impure — xnav Int baw byw: 

In contrast to other communal offerings, which may be sac- 
rificed even in a state of ritual impurity but may not be con- 
sumed, the Paschal offering may also be consumed in a state 
of impurity, provided that the majority of the congregation 

or the priests are ritually impure, as the entire purpose of the 
Paschal offering is its consumption. But if only a minority of 
the congregation are ritually impure, then those in a state of 
purity sacrifice the Paschal offering in purity, while the impure 


minority purify themselves and bring their Paschal offerings on 
the second Pesah. According to Rashi, Rabbi Yehuda holds that a 
single tribe is tantamount to a congregation, and consequently 
if one tribe was ritually impure, all of the tribes may bring their 
Paschal offerings in a state of impurity. By contrast, the Rabbis, 
i.e, Rabbi Shimon (see Pesahim 79b), maintain that when one 
tribe is impure, that tribe sacrifices the Paschal offering in a state 
of impurity, while the remaining tribes must sacrifice theirs in 
a state of purity. 
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The Gemara explains the difficulty: And if it is so, i.e., that the dis- 
pute between them concerns the frontplate, then Rabbi Yehuda 
should have said: They are both burned, because the frontplate 
does not effect acceptance for impure items that are consumed by 
the priests. Rather, Rabbi Yohanan says: It is a settled tradition" 
in the mouth of Rabbi Yehuda that no communal offering is 
divided, and if one part of an offering becomes impure, the entire 
offering is disqualified. 


MI S HN A The thanks offering renders the accompa- 


nying loaves piggul" but the loaves do not 
render the thanks offering piggul. How so? If one slaughtered the 
thanks offering, which may be consumed only during the day it is 
slaughtered and the night thereafter, with the intent to partake of 
it the next day, the offering and the accompanying loaves are ren- 
dered piggul. If he slaughtered it with the intent to partake of the 
loaves the next day, the loaves are rendered piggul and the thanks 
offering is not piggul. 


Likewise, the lambs sacrificed with the two loaves meal offering on 
Shavuot render the accompanying loaves piggul," but the loaves 
do not render the lambs piggul. How so? If one slaughtered the 
lambs, which may be consumed only during the day they are slaugh- 
tered and the night thereafter, with the intent to partake of them 
the next day, the lambs and the accompanying loaves are rendered 
piggul. Ifhe did so with the intent to partake of the loaves the next 
day, the loaves are rendered piggul and the lambs are not piggul. 
G E M A The Gemara asks: What is the reason that 

a thanks offering renders its accompanying 
loaves piggul? If we say that it is due to that which Rav Kahana says, 
this is problematic. As Rav Kahana says: From where is it derived 
that the loaves of a thanks offering are themselves called a thanks 
offering? It is derived from that which is stated in the verse: “Then 


he shall offer with the sacrifice of thanks offering loaves” (Leviti- 
cus 7:12). The juxtaposition of the words “thanks offering” and 


“loaves” indicates that the loaves are themselves called a thanks 


offering. 


The Gemara explains why the halakha of the mishna cannot be 
derived from Rav Kahana’s exposition. If so, then the opposite 
should be the halakha as well, that intent of piggul with regard to 
the loaves should likewise render the thanks offering piggul. The 
Gemara rejects this suggestion: This is not difficult, as the loaves 
are called a thanks offering, but a thanks offering is not called 
loaves. 


The Gemara asks: But with regard to that which the mishna 
teaches: The lambs sacrificed with the two loaves meal offering on 
Shavuot render the accompanying loaves piggul but the loaves do 
not render the lambs piggul, where do we find that the two loaves 
are called lambs? Rather, is it not correct that this is the reason 
why the thanks offering renders the loaves piggul but not vice versa: 
The bread is brought on account of [gelal]" the thanks offering, 
but the thanks offering is not brought on account of the bread, i.e., 
the thanks offering is the primary element of the sacrifice. Similarly, 
the two loaves of bread are brought on account of the lambs," and 
the lambs are not brought on account of the bread. 


The thanks offering renders the loaves piggul, etc. - ATinT 
^D onda ny mbspn: The thanks offering renders the loaves piggul. 
Accordingly, if one slaughtered the thanks offering and had inten- 
tion to sprinkle its blood, or to partake of its meat, or to burn its 
sacrificial portions, the next day, both the animal and the loaves 
are piggul. If his intention was to partake of the loaves the next day, 
the loaves are piggul but the animal is not piggul (Rambam Sefer 


Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 17:7). 


HALAKHA 
The lambs render the loaves piggul, etc. — nx paan DYI 
3) onda: With regard to the two lambs brought on Shavuot, if 
one slaughtered them with the intention to partake of one of 
them the next day, the lambs and loaves are rendered piggul. But 
if one slaughtered them with the intention to partake of the loaves 
the next day, the loaves are piggul but the lambs are not piggul 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 17:8). 


NOTES 


t is a settled tradition - rw sith: In other words, 
Rabbi Yehuda learned this halakha from his teachers 
Rashi). The Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna 
explains that Rabbi Yehuda received a tradition, not 
based on any particular verse or logical reasoning, 
hat whenever even part of a communal offering 
may not be properly sacrificed due to ritual impurity, 
he entire offering is considered impure. There are 
stringent and lenient ramifications of this tradition. 
For example, if one of the loaves or arrangements 
becomes impure, then all of the other loaves or 
arrangements are rendered impure and must be 
burned, even if the frontplate effects acceptance of 
he ritual impurity of items normally consumed by the 
priests. Conversely, with regard to items that may be 
sacrificed in a state of impurity, or in the case of the 
Paschal offering, which may be consumed in impurity, 
his tradition results in a leniency, as these items may 
be consumed or sacrificed. 

Some commentaries maintain that according to 
Rabbi Yohanan there is no difference whether the loaf 
became impure before or after the sprinkling of the 
blood; in all instances Rabbi Yehuda maintains that 
both loaves are burned. By contrast, the Rambam’s 
Commentary on the Mishna indicates that Rabbi 
Yohanan’s statement was meant only as a refutation 
of the assumption of Rav Pappa that the dispute 
between the Rabbis and Rabbi Yehuda concerns the 
frontplate. But if the loaf became impure after the 
sprinkling of the blood, even Rabbi Yehuda rules that 
the other loaf remains pure (see Rashash and Johorat 
HakKodesh). 


The bread is brought on account of the thanks 
offering...the two loaves of bread are brought 
on account of the lambs - Ons ond..ain Dha ond 
wwa27: The Gemara does not mean that the two 
loaves are brought because of the lambs, as the 
loaves are the principal offering brought on Shavuot, 
while the lambs are brought to accompany them (see 
Horayot 13a). Rather, the Gemara is referring to the 
fact that the loaves are permitted for consumption 
to the priests only through the proper slaughter of 
the lambs (Mitzpe Eitan). The mishna (45b) records a 
dispute as to whether the loaves preclude the lambs 
or vice versa. The commentaries discuss whether the 
mishna here is only in accordance with the opinion 
that the lambs preclude the loaves (see Keren Ora on 
45b and Tosefta, Menahot 3:8). 


LANGUAGE 

On account of [gelal] -Yx This word, which more 
often appears in the Gemara in the form biglal, is 
used in many different senses, all of which denote 
some connection between two matters. Sometimes 
it refers to the reason for a matter, or to express that 
one factor is the cause of the other. It can also signify 
which item is primary and which is secondary. Occa- 
sionally it means that one item is dependent on the 
existence of the other, as is the case in the Gemara 
here. Finally, it sometimes merely expresses a physical 
connection between two items, i.e, that they come 
together (see 4b). 
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NOTES 
Which serves to render piggul...which come to 
render another item piggul but do not render 
piggul - bx K baad waz..bagim: That is to say, 
since the loaves are rendered piggul only because 


they are subordinate to an animal offering that is ren- 


dered piggul, then in a case where the offering is not 
rendered piggul, the loaves should not be rendered 
piggul either (Sefat Emet). 


Perek II 
Daf15 Amud b 


HALAKHA 


Who planted seeds in the vineyard of another 
when the grapes were budding - by ini yr 
Yap ivan: One cannot render prohibited an item 
that does not belong to him. Accordingly, in a case 
where one causes his grapevines to overhang the 
grain of another, the vines are prohibited while the 


grain remains permitted (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, 


Hilkhot Kilayim 5:8). 
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The Gemara notes: And both of these halakhot are necessary, as, 
had the mishna taught us the halakha only in the case of a thanks 

offering, then one might say: It is only there, with regard to a thanks 

offering, that when one renders the loaves piggul the thanks offer- 
ing is not rendered piggul, because they were not bound to one 

another by waving, i.e. the mitzva of waving the thanks offering 

may be fulfilled without the bread. But with regard to the lambs, in 

which the two items were bound to one another by waving, as the 

two loaves are waved together with the lambs, one might say that 
when he renders the bread piggul, the lambs should be rendered 

piggul as well. Therefore, it was necessary for the mishna to teach 

this halakha also with regard to the case of the lambs. 


§ Rabbi Elazar raised a dilemma before Rav: If one slaughters 
the thanks offering with the intent to consume an olive-bulk from 
it and from its loaves the next day, what is the halakha? Rabbi 
Elazar elaborates: I do not raise the dilemma with regard to ren- 
dering the thanks offering piggul, for the following reason: Now 
that in a case where his intent was to consume the entire olive-bulk 
from its loaves alone, the thanks offering is not rendered piggul, in 
accordance with the mishna’s ruling that piggul intent with regard 
to the loaves does not render the thanks offering piggul, then in a 
case where his intent is to consume half an olive-bulk from the 
thanks offering and half an olive-bulk from its loaves, in which case 
the offering is rendered piggul only if the two intentions of less than 
a full measure are combined, is it necessary to teach that the thanks 
offering is not piggul? 


Rather, when I raise the dilemma, it is with regard to rendering 
the loaves piggul, which can be rendered piggul via intent concern- 
ing the loaves alone. In this case, does the intention of the priest 
with regard to the thanks offering combine with his intention 
concerning the loaves to render the loaves piggul, or not? 


Rav said to Rabbi Elazar: Even in this case, the loaves are rendered 
piggul and the thanks offering is not rendered piggul. The Gemara 
asks: But why should the loaves be rendered piggul? Let us say the 
following a fortiori inference: And if the thanks offering, which in 
this case serves to render the loaves piggul, is itself not rendered 
piggul, then the loaves, which come to render the thanks offering 
piggul, but do not render it piggul," as the intent to consume half 
an olive-bulk from the loaves does not combine with the intent to 
consume half an olive-bulk from the thanks offering to render the 
thanks offering piggul, is it not logical that the loaves themselves 
should not be rendered piggul? 


The Gemara asks: And do we say an a fortiori inference in this way? 
But isn’t it taught in a baraita: There was an incident involving one 


who planted seeds in the vineyard of an another when the grapes 

on the vines were budding," and the incident came before the 

Sages and they deemed the seeds prohibited due to the prohibi- 
tion against planting diverse kinds in a vineyard, but they deemed 

the vines permitted. The Gemara continues: But why did they 
deem the seeds prohibited? Let the Sages say through an analogous 

a fortiori inference that the seeds should be permitted: And if that 

which renders an item prohibited, i.e., the vine, which causes the 

seeds to be prohibited, is itself not prohibited, then with regard to 

the seeds, which come to render the vines prohibited but did not 

render the vines prohibited, is it not logical that they should not 

be rendered prohibited? 
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The Gemara rejects the comparison: How can these cases be 

compared?" There, in the baraita, only hemp’ and arum’ are pro- 
hibited by Torah law" to be sown in a vineyard, as we learned in a 

mishna (Kilayim 2:5): If one’s field was sown with hemp and arum, 
he should not sow above them, as they produce a yield only once 

every three years." Other seeds are prohibited by rabbinic law. 
Therefore, with regard to this person who committed a transgres- 
sion by planting the seeds in the vineyard of another, the Sages 

penalized him and deemed his seeds prohibited, but as for that 

person who did not commit a transgression, i.e., the owner of the 

vineyard, the Sages did not penalize him. But here, in the case of 
piggul, which is a biblical prohibition, let us say such an a fortiori 

inference. 


And there are those who teach the dilemma of Rabbi Elazar with 
regard to the lambs brought with the two loaves, and not with 
regard to a thanks offering. Rabbi Elazar raised a dilemma before 
Rav: In a case where one slaughters the lambs with the intent to 
consume an olive-bulk from them and from their loaves" the next 
day, what is the halakha? 


Rabbi Elazar elaborated: I do not raise the dilemma with regard 
to rendering the lambs piggul for the following reason: Now that 
in a case where his intent was to consume an entire olive-bulk from 
the loaves alone, the lambs are not rendered piggul, as the mishna 
teaches that piggul intent with regard to the loaves does not render 
the lambs piggul, then in a case where his intent is to consume half 
an olive-bulk from them and half an olive-bulk from their loaves, 
is it necessary to teach that the lambs are not piggul? Rather, when 
I raised the dilemma, it was with regard to rendering the loaves 
piggul. Does his intention with regard to the lambs combine with 
his intention with regard to the loaves to render the loaves piggul 
or not? 


Hemp and arum are prohibited by Torah law - mp% ay Diap 
min: By Torah law, one is liable for sowing diverse kinds in a 
vineyard only for sowing grains, or for sowing any vegetable crop 
that ripens at the same time as the grapes of the vineyard, such 
as hemp or arum. With regard to other seeds, some are prohibited 
by rabbinic decree, while others are entirely permitted (Rambam 
Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Kilayim 5:3, 6, 19; and see Radbaz, Kesef Mishne, 
and Mahari Kurkus there). 


To consume an olive-bulk from them and from their loaves, 
one sth the four sacrificial rites, “wheter in the case of a thanks 
offering or the communal lamb offering brought on Shavuot, 
one had intent to consume a collective olive-bulk the next day 


How can these cases be compared, etc. — 1D) MAW 1377: There is 
a close link between a thanks offering and its loaves, as the loaves 
are rendered piggul on account of the thanks offering. Accordingly, 
it is reasonable to say that if the thanks offering is not rendered 
piggul, neither are the loaves. By contrast, the seeds planted in 
a vineyard are not rendered prohibited on account of the vines, 
but as the consequence of a penalty imposed by the Sages upon 
one who transgresses a rabbinic prohibition. Therefore, it is not 
reasonable to suggest that the seeds should be permitted due to 
the fact that the vines were not rendered prohibited, as the vines 
are owned by one who did not do anything to warrant a penalty 
(commentary attributed to Rashba). 


NOTES 


from the meat of the animal and the loaves, the loaves are pig- 
gul, while the animal is not. The Rambam rules in accordance 
with the first presentation of the dilemma of Rabbi Elazar, that 
the loaves accompanying both a thanks offering and the lambs 
brought on Shavuot are rendered piggul. Although the Rambam 
generally rules in accordance with the second presentation of a 
dilemma, here he rules in accordance with the first presentation, 
as according to the first presentation, it is certain that the loaves 
accompanying the lambs sacrificed on Shavuot are rendered 
piggul, while according to the second presentation, there is an 
uncertainty with regard to the case of the lambs (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 17:8, and see Kesef Mishne and 
Mahari Kurkus there). 


If one's field was sown with hemp and arum...as they produce 
a yield only once every three years — Diaz? AY Iw ADT 
ow wh) niwiy mw.. Although that mishina discusses (he 
prohibition against sowing diverse kinds and not the prohibition 
of planting diverse kinds in a vineyard, it may be inferred from 
the mishna that there is a particular reason why only hemp and 
arum were prohibited from being planted in a vineyard, namely, 
that they are considered significant because their seeds endure 
(see Rashi and Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). 


_ BACKGROUND 

Hemp - Diap: This apparently refers to the Cannabis 
sativa plant, an annual herb with loose branches that 
can grow to a height of nearly 3m. Hemp has many 
commercial applications. Already in ancient times its 
fibers were used in the textile industry, and oil was pro- 
duced from its seeds for industrial use. It is also known 
for the use of its flowers in the production of the drug 
hashish, and it is possible that it was used in talmudic 
times as a sleep aid. The early commentaries discuss the 
difficulty posed by the mishna's statement that hemp 
produces a yield only once every three years, which 
appears to contradict experience. Among the sug- 
gested resolutions is that the mishna is referring to the 
fact that hempseeds may regerminate multiple times 
over several years while remaining in the ground. 


Cannabis plant 


Arum - ab: This plant is generally identified as the 
arum of Eretz Yisrael, Arum palaestinum, from the 
Araceae family. This plant has a bulb in the ground 
from which large leaves sprout. The arum plant's flow- 
ers have has a unique structure and are covered with 
a special type of leaf called a spathe. All parts of the 
plant contain calcium oxalate, Ca(COO)2, which is poi- 
sonous and causes extreme itching to any skin that 
comes in contact with it. Consequently, arum is not 
eaten by people in its raw state, and few animals draw 
sustenance from it. The bulb and leaves are cooked or 
roasted to make them fit for human consumption. The 
plant grows in the wild in all regions of Eretz Yisrael. 


Arum plant 
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NOTES 

An olive-bulk from the other — ‘Wann m3: 
Some commentaries explain that when someone 
in this situation thinks of: The other, he is generally 
understood to be referring to the other lamb. The 
Gemara is referring to a case where the priest later 
stated that his intention was actually concerning 
the loaves. The Gemara is asking whether it is a 
reasonable claim that one referred to the loaves as 
the other (Sefat Emet). 


He means the loaves, etc. — ^3) yawn ond: This 
dilemma is raised only with regard to the opinion 
of Rabbi Meir (16a), who holds that one can render 
an item piggul by having piggul intent during the 
sacrifice of part of its permitting factors, e.g., during 
the slaughter of one lamb. Some commentaries 
suggest that the dilemma is raised even according 
to the opinion of the Rabbis on 16a, provided that 
itis accepted that the Gemara here is not using the 
word piggul literally, but is simply referring to the 
disqualification of the loaves (Shita Mekubbetzet; 
see Keren Ora). 
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Rav said to Rabbi Elazar: Even in this case, the loaves are rendered 
piggul and the lambs are not rendered piggul. The Gemara asks: 
But why should the loaves be rendered piggul? Let us say the fol- 
lowing a fortiori inference: And if that which renders an item 
piggul, i.e., the lambs, since it is maintained that intent to consume 
half an olive-bulk from the lambs assists to render the loaves piggul, 
is itself not rendered piggul, then with regard to the loaves, which 
come to render the lambs piggul, but do not render them piggul, 
as the intent to consume half an olive-bulk from the loaves does 
not combine with the intent to consume half an olive-bulk from 
the lambs to render them piggul, is it not logical that the loaves 
themselves should not be rendered piggul? 


The Gemara asks: And do we say an a fortiori inference of this kind? 
But isn’t it taught in a baraita that there was an incident involving 
one who planted seeds in the vineyard of his friend when the 
grapes on the vines were budding, and the incident came before the 
Sages and they deemed the seeds prohibited due to the prohibition 
against planting diverse kinds in a vineyard, but they deemed the 
vines permitted. The Gemara continues: But why did they deem the 
seeds prohibited? Let the Sages say through an analogous a fortiori 
inference that the seeds should be permitted: And if that which 
renders an item prohibited, i.e., the vine, which causes the seeds to 
be prohibited, is itself not prohibited, then with regard to the seeds, 
which come to render the vines prohibited but did not render the 
vines prohibited, is it not logical that they should not be rendered 
prohibited? 


The Gemara rejects the comparison: How can these cases be com- 
pared? There, in the baraita, only hemp and arum are prohibited 
by Torah law to be sown in a vineyard. Other seeds are prohibited 
by rabbinic law. Therefore, with regard to this person who commit- 
ted a transgression by planting the seeds in the vineyard of another, 
the Sages penalized him and deemed his seeds prohibited, but as 
for this person who did not commit a transgression, i.e., the owner 
of the vineyard, the Sages did not penalize him. But here, in the 
case of piggul, which is a biblical prohibition, let us say such an a 
fortiori inference. 


The Gemara notes: The one who teaches that the dilemma of Rabbi 
Elazar was raised with regard to the thanks offering and the accom- 
panying loaves, all the more so will hold that the dilemma may be 
raised with regard to the case of the lambs brought with the two 
loaves on Shavuot. But the one who teaches that Rabbi Elazar’s 
dilemma was raised with regard to the lambs and the two loaves, it 
is possible that he holds that the dilemma was raised only with 
regard to the lambs and the two loaves, as they were bound to one 
another by waving, since the priest waves the lambs and loaves 
together (see Leviticus 23:20). But with regard to a thanks offering 
and its loaves, as they were not bound to one another by waving, 
the dilemma was not raised, since it is obvious in this case that his 
intentions do not combine. 


Rabbi Abba the small taught that Rabbi Elazar raises the dilemma 

in this manner: Rabbi Elazar raised a dilemma before Rav: If one 

slaughters one of the lambs brought on Shavuot with the two loaves 

intending to consume an olive-bulk from the other™ the next day, 
what is the halakha? When this individual thinks of the other, does 

he mean the other lamb, and if so, the lamb is not rendered piggul, 
as one permitting factor does not render another permitting factor 
piggul? Or perhaps when this individual thinks of the other he 

means the other part of the offering, i.e., the two loaves," and if so 

his intention renders it piggul, as taught in the mishna. 


HALAKHA 


To consume an olive-bulk from the other, etc. - m3 dion) 
"101 YAm: If one slaughters one of the lambs that accompanies 
the two loaves brought on Shavuot with the intention to consume 


an olive-bulk from the other the next day, both of the lambs are fit, 
as stated in the mishna on 16a (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 17:17). 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the 


DVI a NY one ANN Ary TOK 
waivam ne KIT- g? wan Dia 


Ang) wat re yon was “vane 
"wap iar’ 


wapen Dap nx an mat 9AA 
DHAN PN DIDI VNA 217127 Da 
bins Matt me oniwa 2993 natn nx 
apt) Poman YPN NIT - and aan 
ios nay PONSO orspan - Y VMI 

bpon 


owa py pan maT ap paan 3 
mat aap) PaA nay ow x90 dup 
PRIDDY 


inst wan ory KO sw ID 1b ax 
MAN TTD OX lO Mwy ay Vp DIT 
sh NAY Mae oy PAI NYK max xb 

sng nat inw WOK 


Towa yap yg 937 TAP XIN 
min ands 


voy pan yts bw paw ah paan 
minna Tn DPY OW 29,93 DWA 
xom axa ah b TON PNN 1211127 
TEY WPN inbi Di NYY KIN OTK 

D 


DY KJI NYAS TION KTI AN TT? WHE 
TON ANS DW? IN) Woy DLT 
APIA WIPT WD N TIDY XI 

min ands 


Rav said to Rabbi Elazar: You learned in a mishna (16a): If one 
slaughtered one of the lambs with the intent to partake of it the 
next day, that lamb is piggul and the other is fit. If he slaughtered 
one lamb with the intent to partake of the other the next day, both 
lambs are fit, as one permitting factor does not render another per- 
mitting factor piggul. Rav concludes: Evidently, in this context the 
term: The other, means the other lamb. The Gemara rejects this 
proof: Perhaps the mishna is discussing a case where he clarifies and 
says: The other lamb, but the mishna is not referring to a case where 


he merely thought: The other. 
MI S H N The animal offering renders the accompany- 
ing libations" and meal offerings piggul 
from the moment that they were consecrated in the vessel, but not 
before; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir. The libations do not 
render the animal offering piggul. How so? In the case of one who 
slaughters the offering with the intent to partake ofit the next day, 
the offering and its libations are rendered piggul. But if one slaugh- 
ters the offering with the intent to sacrifice its libations the next day, 
the libations are rendered piggul, while the offering is not piggul. 


G E M ARA The Sages taughtina baraita: With regard to 


the libations of an animal offering, one is 
liable for eating them due to violation of the prohibition of piggul," 
as the blood of the offering permits them to be offered on the altar, 
and any item that becomes permitted for consumption or for sacrifice 
through a permitting factor can be rendered piggul, and one who 
partakes of such an item after its permitting factors were sacrificed is 
liable to receive karet. This is the statement of Rabbi Meir. 


The Rabbis said to Rabbi Meir: But a person may bring his offering 
today" and the accompanying libations from now until even ten 
days later. Evidently, then, the blood of the offering does render the 
libations permitted. Rabbi Meir said to them: I, too, spoke only 
about libations that come to be sacrificed together with the offering 
and were already sanctified in a service vessel for that purpose. The 
Rabbis said to him: But it is possible to switch the libations for use 
with another offering. Clearly, then, they are not considered an 
indispensable part of that offering. 


Rava said: Rabbi Meir holds that the libations are fixed to this 
particular offering at the time of its slaughter, and one may not use 
them with another offering. Accordingly, these libations are rendered 
piggul on account of intent during the slaughter of the offering, just 
like the loaves of a thanks offering, which are fixed to a particular 
thanks offering upon its slaughter and become piggul on account of 
intent during the slaughter of that particular thanks offering. 


In a similar vein, the Sages taught: With regard to the log of oil of 
the leper (see Leviticus 14:10-20)," one is liable for eating it due to 
violation of the prohibition of piggul if the guilt offering that this oil 
accompanied became piggul, as the blood of the offering permits it 
to be placed on the right thumb and big toe of the leper. This is the 
statement of Rabbi Meir. The Rabbis said to Rabbi Meir: But a 
person may bring his guilt offering today and the accompanying 
log of oil from now until even ten days later. Evidently, the log of oil 
is not considered part of the guilt offering, and therefore it should 
not be rendered piggul on account of it. 


Rabbi Meir said to them: I, too, spoke only about a log of oil that 
comes with the guilt offering. The Rabbis said to him: But even in 
this case, the oil should not be considered part of the offering, as it 
is possible to switch the oil for use with another guilt offering. Rava 
said: Rabbi Meir holds that the log of oil is fixed to this particular 
guilt offering at the time of its slaughter and is therefore rendered 
piggul on account of it, just like the loaves of a thanks offering, as 
the slaughter of the thanks offering fixes the accompanying loaves to 
that particular offering. 
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NOTES 

Libations — w39): Any individual who brings 
a burnt offering or peace offering must also 
bring a meal offering of flour mixed with oil, 
which is offered in its entirety upon the altar, 
as well as wine for pouring upon the altar (see 
umbers, chapter 15). The meal offerings, oil, 
and wine accompanying these offerings are all 
collectively referred to by the Sages as libations. 
The mishna’s statement that the libations of 
an offering do not render the animal piggul is 
unanimous. In addition, the Rabbis maintain 
hat the animal cannot render its libations piggul 
either, as it is not considered a permitting factor 
of the libations. Accordingly, libations can never 
be rendered piggul, as there is no factor that 
permits them for sacrifice or consumption (see 
Zevahim 43a). 


HALAKHA 


With regard to the libations of an animal, one 
is liable for them due to piggul - 73712 120) 
Diwa own hy pam: One is never liable for 
the consumption of piggul by partaking of liba- 
tions, whether he partakes of a meal offering or 
wine that accompanies an offering, or the wine 
that is poured upon the altar as an independent 
offering. The halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of the Rabbis on Zevahim 43a, and not 
Rabbi Meir (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 18:8). 


Bring his offering today — dirt inat 29: One 
may sacrifice an animal offering on one day 
and its accompanying libations ten days later 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakor- 
banot 2:12). 


The /og of oil of the leper — yysn by yaw a: 
One is not liable for the consumption of piggul 
on account of partaking of the log of oil of a 
leper. Although the blood of the guilt offering 
renders the oil permitted for placement on the 
right thumb and big toe of the leper, it is not 
dependent on the guilt offering, as one may 
bring his guilt offering on one day and the /og of 
oil ten days later (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:8 and Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 5:4). 
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NOTES 


He had an intention that can render it piggul dur- 
ing the burning of the handful but not during the 
burning of the frankincense - miaa K \ynipa bpa: 

The mishna (13a) cited a dispute between the Rabbis 
and Rabbi Yosei as to whether intent of piggul with 

regard to one permitting factor during the sacrifice of 
another renders an offering piggul, e.g., if one removes 
the handful with the intent to burn the frankincense the 
next day. In such a case, the Rabbis deem the offering 
piggul. This mishna discusses an altogether different 
case, where one has intent, during the burning of the 
handful but not during the burning of the frankincense, 
o partake of the remainder the next day. In this case, 
Rabbi Meir deems the offering piggul, as he maintains 
hat intent with regard to part of the permitting factors 
is enough to render the offering piggul, whereas the 
Rabbis do not deem the offering piggul unless there is 
intent during the sacrifice of all of the permitting factors, 
as the remainder is permitted through the burning of 
both the handful and the frankincense. 


If one slaughtered one of the lambs with the intent 
to partake of it the next day, that lamb is piggul, etc. - 
aa dave sem ag aan Diag own pa IMs vnw: In 
he previous case, the Rabbis ruled that intent during 
he slaughter of one of the lambs to partake of the 
oaves the next day does not render the offering pig- 
gul, because with regard to the loaves, each lamb is 
considered part of the permitting factor. With regard 
o the lambs themselves, the slaughter of each of the 
ambs is its sole permitting factor (see 15b). The other 
amb remains fit because intent of piggul with regard 
o one permitting factor is ineffective with regard to 
another permitting factor, except in a case where both 
permitting factors are in one vessel, e.g., the handful and 
rankincense of a meal offering (see 17a). 
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HALAKHA 


MI S H N A With regard to the burning of the handful of 


a meal offering and the frankincense, both of 
which render the meal offering permitted for consumption: If the 
priest had an intention that can render the offering piggul during 
the burning of the handful but not during the burning of the 
frankincense,’ or during the burning of the frankincense but 
not during the burning of the handful, i.e., he burned one of them 
with the intention to eat the remainder of the offering beyond its 
designated time, Rabbi Meir says: The offering is piggul and one 
who eats it is liable to receive karet for its consumption. And the 
Rabbis say: There is no liability to receive karet in this case unless 
he renders the offering piggul during the sacrifice of the entire 
permitting factor," i.e., the burning of both the handful and the 
frankincense. 


And the Rabbis concede to Rabbi Meir in the case of a meal 
offering of a sinner and in the case of a meal offering of jealousy 
of a sota that if one had intent of piggul during the burning of 
the handful, that the meal offering is piggul and one is liable to 
receive karet for its consumption, as here the handful is the sole 
permitting factor. 


If one slaughtered one of the two lambs" sacrificed with the two 
loaves on Shavuot with the intent to partake of the two loaves the 
next day, or if one burned one of the bowls of frankincense with 
the intent to partake of two arrangements of shewbread the next 
day, Rabbi Meir says: The meal offering is piggul and one is liable 
to receive karet for its consumption, and the Rabbis say: There is 
no liability to receive karet unless he has intent of piggul during 
the sacrifice of the entire permitting factor. 


If one slaughtered one of the lambs with the intent to partake of 
it the next day," that lamb is piggul" and the other is a fit offering. 
If he slaughtered one lamb with the intent to partake of the other 
the next day," both lambs are fit offerings, as one permitting factor 
does not render another permitting factor piggul. 


Unless he renders it piggul during the sacrifice of the entire 
permitting factor - Yma boa bow “Y: If one had intent to 
perform a rite or partake of a meal offering outside its desig- 
nated time during the removal of the handful but not during 
the collection of the frankincense; or if one had such intent 
during the collection of the frankincense but not during the 
removal of the handful; or if one burned only the frankincense 
or the handful with the intent to partake of the remainder 
next day, then the offering is disqualified, but it is not piggul. It is 
rendered piggul only if one has intent of piggul during the sacri- 
fice of the entire permitting factor, i.e., during the removal of 
handful and the collection of the frankincense; or during their 
placement into a service vessel; or during their conveying to the 
altar; or during their placement upon the altar. The Hok Natan 
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notes that this ruling is not in accordance with the Gemara here, 
but rather is in accordance with a baraita cited on Sota 14b 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 16:7-8). 


If one slaughtered one of the two lambs, etc. — p3 7Nx pnw 
"11 wwa: If one slaughtered one of the two lambs that are 
brought with the two loaves on Shavuot with the intent to 
consume an olive-bulk from the loaves the next day; or if one 
had intent while burning one of the bowls of frankincense 
accompanying the shewbread to partake of the shewbread 
the next day, the offering is disqualified, but it is not piggul. 
It is rendered piggul only if he has such intent while slaughter- 
ing both lambs, or while burning both bowls of frankincense 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 17:14). 


To partake of it the next day - an) aan Siang): If one had 
intent while slaughtering one of the two lambs brought on 
Shavuot to partake of it the next day, and sacrificed the other 
lamb in its proper manner, the first lamb is piggul but the sec- 
ond one is not piggul (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 17:16). 


To partake of the other the next day - anny swan dian: 
If one had intent during the slaughter of one of the lambs 
brought on Shavuot to partake of the other lamb the next 
day, both lambs are fit, as during the sacrifice of one lamb one 
cannot have piggul intent with regard to the other (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 17:17). 
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G E M ARA Rav says: The dispute" between Rabbi 

Meir and the Rabbis with regard to a case 
where one has intent of piggul by either the handful or the frankin- 
cense applies only, for instance, when he placed the handful upon 
the altar in silence, i.e., without specific intent, and thereafter 
placed the frankincense with intent to partake of the remainder 
the next day. In such a case, it is evident that his intent relates only 
to the frankincense. 


But if he placed the handful with the intent to partake of the 
remainder the next day and then placed the frankincense in 
silence," all agree that the meal offering is piggul, as anyone who 
performs the rites in such a manner performs them in accordance 
with his initial intent. And Shmuel says: Even in such a case, there 
is still a dispute’ between the Rabbis and Rabbi Meir. 


Rava sat and stated this halakha in accordance with the opinion 
of Rav. Rav Aha bar Rav Huna raised an objection to Rava from 
a baraita: In what case is this statement, that intent of piggul con- 
cerning only the handful renders the meal offering piggul, said? It 
is stated in a case where one had such intent during the removal 
of the handful, or during the placement of the handful ina service 
vessel, or during the conveying of the vessel to the altar. Since 
these rites are not performed with the frankincense, during these 
stages the handful is the only relevant permitting factor. 


The baraita continues: But once the priest comes to perform the 
burning of the handful, then ifhe placed the handful on the fire of 
the altar in silence and he placed the frankincense with intent of 
piggul, or ifhe placed the handful with intent and the frankincense 
in silence, Rabbi Meir says: It is piggul and one is liable to receive 
karet for its consumption, and the Rabbis say: There is no liability 
to receive karet unless he has intent of piggul during the sacrifice 
of the entire permitting factor. 


Rav Aha bar Rav Huna explains his objection: In any event, the 
baraita teaches a case where he placed the handful with intent and 
the frankincense in silence, and yet the Rabbis disagree with 
Rabbi Meir and they do not say that one performs the rite of the 
frankincense with one’s initial intent. 


Rava answered: Say that this is what the baraita means: Ifhe placed 
the handful with intent, and he had already placed the frankin- 
cense in silence from the outset, then Rabbi Meir and the Rabbis 
disagree. The Gemara rejects this statement: There are two possible 
refutations of this statement. One is that if Rava’s answer is 
accepted, then this case is identical to the first case of the baraita, 
which already taught that there is a dispute if the initial permitting 
factor was sacrificed in silence. And furthermore, isn’t it taught 
explicitly in another baraita: After placing the handful he burned 
the frankincense. 


Rabbi Hanina interpreted this baraita in accordance with the 
opinion of Rav: This baraita is referring to a case of two intentions, 
i.e., there were two priests, the first one of whom burned the handful 
with intent of piggul, and the second burned the frankincense in 
silence. Since the intent of one priest is entirely independent of the 
other, it cannot be said that the second priest burns the frankin- 
cense in accordance with the intent of the first priest. 


The Gemara continues: Come and hear a proof for the opinion of 
Shmuel from a baraita that addresses piggul during the sprinkling 
of the blood. In what case is this statement, that the offering is 
rendered piggul even when he intends only while performing the 
first placement to eat it beyond its designated time, said? It is ren- 
dered piggul in the case of blood that is placed on the external 
altar," where one placement renders the offering permitted. 


lisher 


NOTES 

Rav says the dispute — npibna 31 72x: 
According to Rav, Rabbi Meir holds that intent 
of piggul during the sacrifice of half of the 
permitting factors always renders an offering 
piggul. By contrast, Reish Lakish (Zevahim 41b) 
explains that even Rabbi Meir agrees that 
generally an offering is not rendered piggul 
through intent during the sacrifice of half 
of its permitting factors. Rather, Rabbi Meir 
holds that such intent renders an offering pig- 
gul only when one burned the handful with 
intent of piggul and burned the frankincense 
in silence, as it is assumed that one performs 
a rite in accordance with one’s initial intent. 


There is still a dispute - ngba KIT PTY: 
Rashi (Zevahim 41b) explains that this is 
because intention alone, in this case dem- 
onstrated by the priest's silence, is ineffective 
without verbal expression of such intent. 
See 2b, where this assumption, which Rashi 
applies to offerings in general, is disputed by 
other early commentaries. 


HALAKHA 


He placed the handful with intent and the 
frankincense in silence - Tawra yaipa 
mpmwa miayn my: The Rambam does not 
provide an explicit ruling with regard to this 
dispute between Rav and Shmuel. Neverthe- 
less, it may be inferred from the Rambam’s rul- 
ing with regard to the blood presented on the 
golden altar that intent of piggul during the 
sacrifice of half of a permitting factor does not 
render an offering piggul even when it can be 
maintained that he acted in accordance with 
his initial intent, as stated by Shmuel (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 
16:8; see also Likkutei Halakhot). 


In the case of blood that is placed on the 
external altar — yixoma nan by para O72: 
With regard to any blood that is presented on 
the external altar, if one placed the first place- 
ment with the intent to consume the offering 
outside its designated time and the remain- 
ing placements with the intent to consume 
the offering outside its designated location, 
the offering is piggul, as the first placement 
is the principal one. Conversely, with regard 
to blood that is presented on the inner altar, 
since all the placements are indispensable 
and are therefore considered like one place- 
ment, if one had intent to consume the offer- 
ing outside its designated time during one of 
the placements, even if the intent occurred 
during the first placement and he remained 
silent for the remaining placements; or if he 
placed all of the blood properly except for the 
final placement, which he performed with 
intent to consume the offering outside its 
designated time, the offering is disqualified 
but it is not piggul. It is rendered piggul only 
if he had such intent during the sacrifice of 
the entire permitting factor (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 17:1-2). 
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But with regard to the blood placed inside, in the Holy of Holies, on 
the Curtain, and on the inner altar," for example, the forty-three 

presentations of the blood of the bull and goat of Yom Kippur, and 

the eleven presentations of the blood ofthe bull for an unwitting sin 
of the anointed priest, and the eleven presentations of the blood of 
the bull for an unwitting communal sin, if the priest had an inten- 
tion that can render the offering piggul, whether in the first set of 
presentations, whether in the second set, or whether in the third 

set, i.e., in any of the requisite sets of presentations, e.g., in the case 

of the Yom Kippur bull in the Holy of Holies, on the Curtain, and on 

the inner altar, Rabbi Meir says: The offering is piggul and one is 

liable to receive karet for its consumption. And the Rabbis say: 

There is no liability to receive karet unless he had an intention that 
can render the offering piggul during the performance of the entire 

permitting factor. 


The Gemara explains the proof: In any event, this baraita teaches: 
If the priest had an intention that can render the offering piggul, 
whether in the first set of presentations, whether in the second set, 
or whether in the third set; and Rabbi Meir and the Rabbis disagree 
in this case as well. Evidently, the Rabbis are not of the opinion that 
anyone who performs a rite performs it in accordance with his initial 
intent. 


And if you would say that here too, the baraita is referring to a case 
of two intentions, e.g., one High Priest performed the initial presen- 
tation and was thereafter disqualified from performing the other 
presentations, and a second priest replaced him and performed the 
remaining presentations, there is still a difficulty: This works out well 
according to the one who says that the verse: “With this shall Aaron 
come into the sacred place: With a young bull” (Leviticus 16:3), 
indicates that a High Priest may enter the Sanctuary even with the 
blood ofa bull, i.e., he may continue the presentations with the blood 
of the offerings slaughtered by another High Priest. But according 
to the one who says that the verse indicates that a High Priest may 
enter “with a young bull,” but not with the blood of a bull, i.e., a 
replacement High Priest must slaughter another bull and begin the 
presentations again, what can be said? If so, it is impossible for these 
presentations to be performed by two priests. 


Rava said: According to Rav, here, in the baraita, we are dealing with 
a case where the High Priest had intent of piggul during the first set 
of presentations and was silent during the second set, and again had 
intent of piggul during the third set. In such a case, we say: If it 
enters your mind to say that anyone who performs a rite performs 
it in accordance with his initial intention, then why do I need the 
High Priest to repeat his intent of piggul during the third set? The 
fact that he repeats his intention during the third set indicates that 
he did not perform the second set in accordance with his initial intent. 
Accordingly, the Rabbis hold that the offering is not piggul, as he 
did not have intent of piggul during the presentation of the entire 
permitting factor. 


Rav Ashi objects to this explanation: Does the baraita teach that the 
High Priest was silent? Rather, Rav Ashi said: Here we are dealing 
with a case where he had explicit intent of piggul during the first, 
second, and third presentations, and was silent during the subse- 
quent presentations. In sucha case, we say: If it enters your mind to 
say that anyone who performs a rite performs it in accordance with 
his initial intention, why do I need the High Priest to repeat his 
intent of piggul during the second and third presentations? 


Blood placed on the inner altar — "3357 nam by Pama DaT: 
The difference between the blood presented on the external altar 
and blood presented inside the Sanctuary lies in the fact that the 
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NOTES 


Torah utilizes restrictive expressions such as: Law, or: In this manner, 
with regard to blood presented inside. These expressions indicate 
that each presentation inside the Sanctuary is indispensable. 
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The Gemara raises a difficulty against Rav Ashi’s interpretation: 
But the baraita teaches: Whether during the first presentation 
or whether during the second, which indicates that the Rabbis 
disagree with Rabbi Meir even with regard to a case where the 
priest had intent of piggul during any one of the presentations. The 
Gemara notes: Indeed, this poses a difficulty. 


§ The Gemara returns to the discussion of the baraita itself. The 
Master said above: If the priest had intent of piggul, whether in the 
first set of presentations, whether in the second set, or whether in 
the third set, Rabbi Meir says: The offering is piggul and one is 
liable to receive karet for its consumption, despite the fact that he 
performed the rest of the rite silently. The Gemara asks: Now con- 
sider, one is not liable to receive karet unless all the permitting 
factors of the offering have been sacrificed," i.e., if the whole 
service is completed, including the presentation of the blood. 


The Gemara provides the source for this claim. As the Master said 

that the verse states with regard to piggul: “It shall not be accepted” 
(Leviticus 7:18), which indicates that the acceptance of a disquali- 
fied offering is like the acceptance of a valid offering, of which the 

verse states: “It shall be accepted” (Leviticus 22:27), and just as 

there is no acceptance of a valid offering unless all its permitting 

factors have been sacrificed, so too there is no lack of acceptance 

ofa disqualified offering, i.e., it is not rendered piggul, unless all its 

permitting factors have been sacrificed. That is to say, in the 

absence of one of its permitting factors it does not become piggul. 


Accordingly, the Gemara challenges: And with regard to this case, 
of the blood of the bull and goat brought on Yom Kippur, since he 
had intent of piggul with regard to it when he was presenting the 
blood inside the Holy of Holies, he has disqualified it." If so, when 
he sprinkles the blood again later in the Sanctuary, on the Curtain 
and the inner altar, it is as though he is merely sprinkling water, 
and not the blood of the offering. Consequently, the permitting 
factors of the offering have not been sacrificed, and therefore the 
offering should not be rendered piggul. 


Rabba said: You find it possible in a case where there were four 
bulls" and four goats, i.e., in a case where after the High Priest 
presented the blood inside the Holy of Holies with piggul intent, the 
remaining blood spilled. Consequently, he was required to bring 
another bull and goat in order to present their blood on the Curtain 
separating the Sanctuary and Holy of Holies. During that presenta- 
tion he had intent of piggul, after which the remaining blood spilled, 
requiring him to bring another bull and goat in order to present their 
blood on the corners of the golden altar. He again had intent of 
piggul during that presentation, and then the blood spilled, which 
meant he had to bring yet another bull and goat in order to present 
their blood upon the golden altar itself. 


NOTES 


HALAKHA 
Unless all the permitting factors have been sacrificed — 
pyran by 127W TW: With regard to any part of an offering 
that has permitting factors, one is not liable for consuming 
piggul, or notar, or a ritually impure offering, unless its 
permitting factors were sacrificed properly (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 18:16). 


Since he had intent with regard to it inside the Holy of Holies 
he has disqualified it - mops D993 Aa DWI 1V3: The Gema- 
ra's question applies only according to the opinion of Rabbi Meir, 
who holds that an offering is rendered piggul through intent 
during the first presentation. The Rabbis hold that the offering 
is not rendered piggu! on account of such intent. The Gemara’s 
question is as follows: If the offering is rendered piggul due to 
one's intent during the first presentation, this means that the 
remaining presentations are performed in a manner that is not 
valid, which should prevent the offering from becoming piggul 
(Shita Mekubbetzet). 

Rashi asks: If the remaining rites are considered to have been 
performed in a manner that it not valid when they follow a rite 


performed with intent of piggul, then how is it ever possible 
to render an offering piggul through intent occurring during 
slaughter or during the removal of the handful of a meal offer- 
ing? Rashi explains that since the slaughter of an offering is 
a complete rite in and of itself, then if it was performed with 
intent of piggul, that entire permitting factor was sacrificed 
with such intent. By contrast, all the presentations inside the 
Sanctuary are considered one continuous rite. Therefore, unless 
all of them were performed in their proper manner, the permit- 
ting factor is not considered to have been performed properly. 


Four bulls, etc. — 1105 AYN: Each group of presentations, 
e.g. those in the Holy of Holies and those in the Sanctuary, is 


considered an independent atonement. Accordingly, if the 
blood is spilled after the completion of the presentations inside 
the Holy of Holies, the High Priest does not need to return to 
the Holy of Holies to present the new blood (Rashi). The com- 
mentaries note that the Gemara could also have referred to a 
situation where only one additional bull and goat were neces- 
sary to complete the remaining presentations, as in this case 
too, the entire permitting factor was performed in its proper 
manner. Rabba refers to a situation involving four bulls and 
four goats merely to teach that such a case is possible (Tosafot 
on Zevahim 42b). 
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HALAKHA 


Mixes the blood of the bull and the goat before placing 
it on the corners — nip pawn: After the High Priest 
sprinkled from the blood of the bull and goat of Yom Kippur 
on the Curtain separating the Sanctuary and Holy of Holies, 
he would mix their blood and sprinkle it on each of the four 
corners of the inner altar. He would then sprinkle the blood 
mixture an additional seven times on the center of the altar, 
in accordance with the unattributed mishna on Yoma 53b 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Yom HaKippurim 3:5). 


The remainder is not indispensable — pa3y2 x ove: If 
after the High Priest completed the sprinklings performed 
inside the Sanctuary the remaining blood was spilled, he 
does not need to bring other blood to pour on the base 
of the external altar, as the pouring is not an indispensable 
rite (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Yom HaKippurim 5:8). 


If one had intent of piggul during the conveying - 
nyna bya: The Rambam rules that piggul intent during 

the conveying of the handful to the altar does not render 
the offering piggul unless one has such intent during the 

conveying of the entire permitting factor, i.e., the handful 

and the frankincense. Similarly, intent during the removal of 
the handful does not render the offering piggul unless one 

has such intent during the collection of the frankincense. 
This ruling is not in accordance with the Gemara here, but 
in accordance with a baraita cited on Sota 14b (Hok Natan). If 
one were to rule in accordance with the Gemara here, then 

intent of piggul during the conveying of the handful should 

render the offering piggul, in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yohanan, as the difficulty raised against the opinion of 
Reish Lakish remains unresolved, and the halakha generally 

follows the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan in a dispute with Reish 

Lakish (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 

16:7, and see Likkutei Halakhot). 
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Rava said: You may even say that the baraita is referring to a case 
of only one bull and one goat, and the remaining blood was in fact 
disqualified. Nevertheless, with regard to rendering an offering 
piggul, the presentations performed with the disqualified blood 
effect acceptance, as though the entire permitting factor was per- 
formed in its proper manner. In other words, even though the High 
Priest sprinkled the blood inside the Holy of Holies with improper 
intent, and thereby disqualified the offering, nevertheless, since he 
completed the service he is considered as having sacrificed all the 
permitting factors with regard to piggul. 


§ The baraita mentioned that there are forty-three presentations 
of the blood of the bull and the goat sacrificed on Yom Kippur. The 
Gemara asks: But isn’t it taught otherwise in a different baraita, 
which states that there are forty-seven presentations of that blood? 
The Gemara answers: This is not difficult. This statement, that there 
are forty-three presentations, is in accordance with the opinion of 
the one who says that the High Priest mixes the blood of the bull 
and the goat before placing it on the corners" of the inner altar, 
rather than placing the blood of each one separately. And that state- 
ment, that there are forty-seven presentations, is in accordance 
with the opinion of the one who says that the High Priest does not 
mix the two types of blood before placing them on the corners, but 
sprinkles four times from the blood of the bull and another four 
times from the blood of the goat, and only afterward mixes the 
blood of the two animals for placement on the top of the altar. 


The Gemara raises another difficulty: But isn’t it taught in yet 
another baraita that there are forty-eight presentations? The 
Gemara answers: This is not difficult. This statement, that there are 
forty-eight presentations, is in accordance with the opinion of the 
one who says that the pouring of the remainder of the blood on 
the base of the external altar is indispensable, and therefore this 
act is added to the total. That statement, that there are only forty- 
seven presentations, is in accordance with the opinion of the one 
who says that the pouring of the remainder of the blood is not 
indispensable." 


§ The mishna teaches: If one had intent of piggul during the sacri- 
fice of only part of the permitting factors, e.g., during the burning 
of the handful but not during the burning of the frankincense, the 
Rabbis rule that the offering is not piggul. Concerning this, a 
dilemma was raised before the Sages: If one had intent of piggul 
during the conveying" of the handful to the altar but not during 
the conveying of the frankincense, what is the halakha?" 


Rabbi Yohanan says: The halakha with regard to conveying the 
handful is like that of the removing of the handful. Just as intent 
of piggul with regard to removing only the handful renders the 
offering piggul, as it is the sole permitting factor with which the rite 
of removal is performed, the same applies to conveying the handful. 
And Reish Lakish says: The conveying of the handful is like its 
burning. Just as intent of piggul is required during the burning of 
both the handful and the frankincense for the offering to be ren- 
dered piggul, as both of them are burned on the altar, the same 
halakha applies to conveying. 


NOTES 


Mixes the blood of the bull and the goat before placing it 
on the corners — ninh pawn: The forty-three presentations 
are as follows: Sixteen inside the Holy of Holies, eight from 
the blood of the bull and eight from the goat; sixteen on the 
Curtain separating the Sanctuary and Holy of Holies, eight from 
the blood of each animal; four on the corners of the inner altar 
with the mixed blood of the bull and goat; and seven upon the 
altar with the mixture of blood. According to the opinion that 
the blood of the two animals is not mixed before the presenta- 
tion on the corners of the altar, there were an additional four 
presentations, as the blood of the bull was first presented on 


the corners, followed by four presentations with the blood of 
the goat, only after which were the two types of blood mixed. 


If one had intent of piggul during the conveying, what is the 
halakha - mn nina bye: There is no dispute with regard to 
intent of piggul during the removal of the handful or during its 
placement in a service vessel. In such cases everyone agrees 
that the offering is piggul, as these rites are performed with 
only the handful, not the frankincense. The dilemma raised in 
the Gemara applies only to the conveying of the handful to 
the altar: Is the conveying of the frankincense to the altar also 
considered the performance of a permitting factor? 
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The Gemara asks: Granted, one can understand the ruling of Reish 
Lakish, as the conveying of the handful is only part of the permitting 
factors, since there is also the conveying of the frankincense. But as 
for the ruling of Rabbi Yohanan, what is the reason that intent of 
piggul during the conveying of only the handful renders the offering 
piggul? After all, he has not had intent of piggul during the conveying 
of all of the permitting factors. 


Rava said: Rabbi Yohanan holds that if one performed any sacrificial 
rite that does not permit the offering, e.g., conveying, even if he 
performed it with only one of the permitting factors, such as with the 
handful and not with the frankincense, it is considered a significant 
rite with regard to rendering the offering piggul" on account of it, 
by itself. It is not comparable to a case of intent of piggul during the 
sacrifice of only part of the permitting factors, as this rite of conveying 
does not render the offering permitted. 


Abaye said to Rava: But what about the slaughter of one of the lambs 
brought with the two loaves on Shavuot, which is a rite that does not 
permit the offering, as neither the sacrifice of its portions designated 
for burning upon the altar nor the consumption of the meat of the 
offering and the two loaves is permitted by this slaughter, and yet the 
Rabbis disagree with Rabbi Meir in this case? 


As we learned in the mishna: If one slaughtered one of the two lambs 
with the intent to partake of two loaves the next day, or if one burned 
one of the bowls of frankincense with the intent to partake of two 
arrangements of shewbread the next day, Rabbi Meir says: The meal 
offering is piggul and one is liable to receive karet for its consumption, 
and the Rabbis say: There is no liability to receive karet unless he 
has intent of piggul during the sacrifice of the entire permitting 
factor. Although the slaughter of one of the lambs is a rite that does 
not render an offering permitted, nevertheless the Rabbis maintain 
that it is not considered a significant rite with regard to rendering the 
offering piggul by itself. 


Rava said to Abaye: Do you maintain that the two loaves of bread are 
already sanctified from when they are in the oven, and require only 
the sprinkling of the blood to render them permitted for consumption? 
In fact, the slaughter of the lambs sanctifies the loaves, and an act 
that comes to sanctify is considered like that which comes to permit. 
Since the slaughter of the two lambs sanctifies the loaves, the slaughter 
of each lamb is considered half a permitting factor; the slaughter of 
each lamb independently cannot render the loaves piggul. 


Rav Shimi bar Ashi raises an objection from a baraita that discusses 
the slaughter of the Paschal offering. The first tanna rules that if one 
slaughtering the Paschal offering intended for it to be consumed by 
both disqualified individuals, e.g., uncircumcised males, and fit indi- 
viduals, e.g., circumcised males, the offering is not disqualified. Aherim 
say: In a case where one slaughtered a Paschal offering and severed 
one of the two organs of ritual slaughter with a disqualifying intention, 
and severed the other organ with a valid intention, then if one’s intent 
with regard to circumcised males preceded the intent with regard to 
the uncircumcised males, the offering is valid. But if the intent with 
regard to the uncircumcised males preceded the intent with regard 
to the circumcised males, it is disqualified. 


Rav Shimi bar Ashi continues: And we maintain that the first tanna 
and Aherim disagree with regard to whether the sacrifice of half a 
permitting factor with disqualifying intent disqualifies the entire 
offering. In this case, although this slaughter does not sanctify any- 
thing, the severing of one of the organs is considered half of a permit- 
ting factor. Rava said to Rav Shimi bar Ashi: Do you maintain that 
the blood is already sanctified while inside the neck of the animal? 
In fact, the knife sanctifies the blood, and that which comes to 
sanctify is considered like that which comes to permit. Conse- 
quently, the slaughter of the animal is a permitting factor, and the 
severing of one of its organs is half a permitting factor. 
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NOTES 


It is a significant rite with regard to rendering the 
offering piggul, etc. -^33 wont nawn may: This 
principle applies only to the performance of certain 
rites that the Sages determined are significant enough 
to render the offering piggul. Since these rites do not 
permit any part of the offering, Rabbi Yohanan holds 
that they render the offering piggul even if they were 
performed with improper intent only with regard to 
a single permitting factor. As for the reason for Rabbi 
Yohanan's opinion, Rashi explains that with regard to 
rites that permit the offering, e.g., burning, each per- 
mitting factor is dependent upon the proper sacrifice 
of the others in order to collectively permit the meal 
offering. Accordingly, in each case the piggul status 
of the offering depends on the other permitting fac- 
tors. By contrast, since conveying does not serve to 
permit, here the piggul status is unaffected by the 
performance of permitting factors of the offering. 


103 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


HALAKHA 


If one burned the size of a sesame seed with 
the intent to consume the size of a sesame 
seed — nivaw biax> oiwnw vupn: If one 
burned an amount the size of a sesame seed of 
he handful and frankincense with the intent to 
consume an amount the size of a sesame seed 
of the remainder the next day, and repeated this 
process until he had burned the entire measure 
of the handful and frankincense in this manner, 
he offering is disqualified but it is not piggul. 
The reason is that although this is its manner 
of consumption, it is not its manner of burning. 
The Rambam deems this offering unfit because 
here is an uncertainty with regard to the halakha 
here, and there is a principle that one is stringent 
in cases of uncertainty involving Torah law. The 
offering is not piggul, as in a case of uncertainty 
with regard to punishments the halakhais lenient. 
Alternatively, the Rambam does not deem the 
offering piggul because two Sages hold that it 
is not piggul, as opposed to one Sage who says 
that it is piggul. Likewise, he does not deem the 
offering fit, as the majority hold that the offering 
is nevertheless disqualified (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 16:9, and see Kesef 
Mishne there). 


104. 


TPPA- OWN ODT TAI VAY NA 
pom ys ap 


pat oor wd ampere POTN NA 
b3 


pap pna- pnah paa 137% 
PIT NWP KI NT IZ EVD YD 


yan mainh 1 xa - mpat b xa 
TPS AFTI YE NWP N7 NTE? 
TYPT AZ P WT MPT 


in - amna vnin Pde 
Poin - Apnwa voip me na xr 
NUPI wan 


am ape ars 7m Days vas T NOW 
AWK 


pen, isn I - bays MRT NANDY 
- WE WONT NN Bar - by VNT 
map 


MENAHOT ` PEREK II : 16B- t0 api 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof from a baraita: In what 
case is this statement, that intent of piggul with regard to only the 
handful renders the meal offering piggul, said? It is said in a case where 
one had such intent during the removal of the handful, or during 
the placement of the handful in a service vessel, or during the 
conveying. 


The Gemara clarifies the proof: What, is it not correct to say that the 
baraita is referring to the conveying of the handful for burning upon 
the altar, in which case it is teaching that intent of piggul with regard 
to the handful during its conveying renders the offering piggul? The 
Gemara responds: No; the baraita is referring to the conveying of the 
handful before its placement into the service vessel that sanctifies it. 
Since the frankincense is not placed into a vessel, in this case the 
conveying of the handful alone is considered the performance of the 
entire rite. 


The Gemara asks: If so, why does the baraita state: During the place- 
ment of the handful in a vessel or during the conveying? This indi- 
cates that it is referring to an act of conveying that occurs after the 
placement. It should have stated: During the conveying or during 
the placement of the handful in a vessel. The Gemara responds: This 
is not difficult, as one should emend the baraita and teach it in that 
order, i.e., with the conveying before the placement. 


The Gemara raises another objection from the next clause of the same 
baraita: Once he comes to perform the burning of the handful, there 
is no liability to receive karet unless he has intent of piggul during the 
sacrifice of the frankincense as well. The Gemara asks: According 
to Reish Lakish, the baraita should have stated: Once he comes to 
perform the conveying and to perform the burning. Reish Lakish 
maintains that the conveying mentioned previously in the baraita 
occurs earlier, before its placement into a service vessel, which means 
that there is another act of conveying. The Gemara responds: This is 
not difficult; since this conveying is for the purpose of burning, it 
is called burning in the baraita. 


The Gemara further challenges: But the baraita also states: Ifhe placed 
the handful on the altar in silence, and he placed the frankincense 
with intent of piggul. According to Reish Lakish, it should have also 
stated: Ifhe carried the handful in silence, and the frankincense with 
intent of piggul, as according to Reish Lakish it is the act of conveying 
that he is performing at this stage. The Gemara responds: Indeed, this 
is a difficulty. 


§ The Gemara continues its discussion of piggul intent that occurred 
during the sacrifice of part of a permitting factor. If one burned an 
amount the size of a sesame seed of the handful and frankincense with 
the intent to consume an amount the size of a sesame seed" from the 
remainder the next day, and he repeated the same action with the 
accompanying intent until he burned the entire measure of the hand- 
ful and frankincense, the halakha in this case is a matter of dispute 
between Rav Hisda, Rav Hamnuna, and Rav Sheshet. One says that 
the entire meal offering is piggul, and one says that the offering is 
disqualified but is not piggul, and one says that the offering remains fit. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that the one who says that the meal 
offering is piggul holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Meir, who says that one renders an offering piggul on account of piggul 
intent during the sacrifice of even part of its permitting factors. And 
the one who says that the offering is disqualified holds in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis, who say that such intent disqualifies 
an offering but does not render it piggul. And finally, the one who 
says that the offering is fit holds in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who says (14a) that if one slaughters each of 
the two lambs brought on Shavuot with the two loaves, each time 
intending to consume half an olive-bulk from a different loaf the next 
day, the offering is fit, as the halves do not combine to render the 
offering piggul. 
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The Gemara rejects this suggestion: From where is this conclusion 
drawn? Perhaps Rabbi Meir states that one renders an offering 
piggul on account of piggul intent during the sacrifice of part of the 
permitting factors only there, where he had intent with regard to 
its entire measure. But here, where he did not have intent with 
regard to its entire measure, but instead had a series of intentions 
with regard to a measure equivalent to a sesame seed, it is possible 
that Rabbi Meir does not render the offering piggul. 


And furthermore, perhaps the Rabbis state that one does not render 
an offering piggul unless he has piggul intent during the sacrifice of 
the entire permitting factor only there, where he did not have 

intent concerning it during the entire permitting factor, but only 
during the burning of the handful. But here, where he had intent 

during the entire permitting factor, i.e., during the burning of both 

the handful and the frankincense, he has indeed rendered the offer- 
ing piggul, despite the fact that each intention referred only to a small 

portion of the entire measure. 


And perhaps Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi states that the offering is valid 
if one had intent of piggul with regard to half an olive-bulk from each 
loaf only there, where he did not subsequently complete his inten- 
tion with regard to a full measure from the same sacrificial rite, as 
he had piggul intent with regard to half an olive-bulk during the 
slaughter of each lamb independently. But here, where he subse- 
quently completed his intention with regard to a full measure from 
the same rite, perhaps he has indeed disqualified the offering. 


Rather, the one who says that an offering is piggul when one repeat- 
edly burns an amount the size of a sesame seed from the handful and 
frankincense with the intent to consume an amount the size of a 
sesame seed from the remainder the next day, would claim that all 
of the tanna’im agree that it is piggul. Similarly, the one who says 
that it is disqualified would contend that all agree that it is disquali- 
fied, and the one who says that it is fit would maintain that all agree 
that it is fit. 


The Gemara elaborates: The one who says that all agree it is piggul 

maintains that the manner of its consumption is in such a manner, 
i.e. in small portions, and likewise the manner of its burning is also 

in such a manner. And the one who says that all agree it is disquali- 
fied holds that the manner of its consumption is not in such a 

manner. Accordingly, this type of piggul intent does not render the 

offering piggul. And the manner of its burning is also not in such a 

manner," and consequently it is like a meal offering whose handful 

was not burned properly, and is therefore disqualified. And finally, 
the one who says that all agree it is fit holds that the manner of its 

burning is in such a manner, and therefore the burning was per- 
formed properly, but the manner of its consumption is not in such 

a manner, which means that the piggul intent is inconsequential. 


§ So say 


NOTES 


And the manner of its burning is also not in such a manner — 
723 TWP T17 PNI: According to this explanation, it makes no 
difference whether this is the manner in which the remainder is 
consumed. The fact that the meal offering is not burned in this 


consequently it cannot be rendered piggul but is instead disquali- 
fied. In fact, some commentaries maintain that according to Rashi 
the Gemara should read: The manner of its consumption is in such 
a manner (Shita Mekubbetzet). 


manner means that the offering was not sacrificed properly, and 
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Perek II 
Daf17 Amuda 


PERSONALITIES 


The sharp people in the city of Pumbedita - 
K797 299M: According to the Gemara on San- 
hedrin 17b, this refers to the brothers Eifa and Avimi, 
sons of the Sage Rahava of Pumbedita, who was a 
preeminent disciple of Rav Yehuda, the founder of 
the yeshiva in Pumbedita. Rav Yehuda himself was a 
second generation Babylonian amora. Eifa and Avimi 
are cited several times throughout the Gemara as rais- 
ing difficulties with regard to the opinions of other 
amora'im, as well as questioning each other's state- 
ments. The Gemara relates that Eifa studied tractate 
Shevuot under Rabba, and Avimi tested his knowledge 
of the tractate. Eifa and Avimi are also cited in the 
Jerusalem Talmud, where their opinions are discussed 
by the Sages of Eretz Yisrael, although there Eifa is 
referred to as Heifa. 


Location of Pumbedita 


HALAKHA 


Burning does not render burning piggul - MwpT Px 
moypa nhan: If one had intent during the burning of 
the handful to burn the frankincense the next day, the 
meal offering is not piggul, as burning does not render 
burning piggul (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 16:8). 
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the sharp people in the city of Pumbedita:’ Burning renders 
burning piggul, e.g., burning the handful with the intent to burn the 
frankincense the next day renders the meal offering piggul. And this 
is the halakha even according to the Rabbis, who say that one does 
not render an offering piggul with intent occurring during the 
sacrifice of half of a permitting factor," e.g., when sacrificing the 
handful alone with intent of piggul. The reason is that this statement 
applies only where he had intent during the sacrifice of the handful 
to consume the remainder the next day, and the frankincense 
stands intact, i.e., he had no intent with regard to it. But here, when 
he had intent with regard to the frankincense while burning the 
handful, it is considered as though he had intent with regard to 
the entire permitting factor. 


Rava said: We learn this halakha in a mishna, as well (12a): This is 
the principle: In the case of anyone who removes the handful, or 
places the handful in the vessel, or who conveys the vessel with 
the handful to the altar, or who burns the handful on the altar, with 
the intent to partake of an item whose typical manner is such that 
one partakes of it, or to burn an item whose typical manner is such 
that one burns it on the altar, outside its designated area, the meal 
offering is unfit but there is no liability for karet. If his intent was 
to do so beyond its designated time, the offering is piggul and one 
is liable to receive karet on account of it. 


Rava explains: What, is it not correct to say that the halakha with 
regard to burning is similar to these, i.e., the removal of the handful, 
its placement in a vessel, and the conveying? Accordingly, just as 
with regard to these, whether one’s intent was to partake of the 
remainder the next day or to burn the frankincense the next day, 
the halakha is that the offering is piggul, so too with regard to burn- 
ing, whether one’s intent was to partake of the remainder or to 
burn" the frankincense the next day, the offering is piggul. 


The Gemara rejects this comparison: No, with regard to these, 
whether one’s intent was to partake of the remainder or to burn 
the frankincense the next day, the offering is in fact piggul. But with 
regard to burning, if one’s intent was to partake of the remainder 
the next day, yes, it is piggul, but if one’s intent was to burn the 
frankincense the next day, it is not piggul. 


The Gemara relates that Rav Menashya bar Gadda sat before 
Abaye, and while he was sitting he said in the name of Rav Hisda: 
Burning does not render burning piggul," e.g., burning the handful 
with the intent to burn the frankincense the next day does not 
render the offering piggul. And this is the halakha even according 
to the opinion of Rabbi Meir, who says in the mishna that one 
renders an offering piggul through intent during the sacrifice of 
half of a permitting factor, e.g., when sacrificing the handful but 
not the frankincense with intent of piggul. 


NOTES 
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Even according to the Rabbis, who say that one does not render 
an offering piggul with intent occurring during the sacrifice of 
half ofa permitting factor, etc. — yn phan px ngat pat yor 
3) Vm: Rabbi Meir also maintains that the offering is piggul, as 
he holds that one renders an offering piggul with improper intent 
during the sacrifice of half of a permitting factor. According to 
Rabbi Yosei, who holds that one permitting factor cannot render 
another permitting factor piggul (13b), the offering is not rendered 
piggul with such intent. There is an opinion that even Rabbi Yosei 
concedes that the offering is piggul in this case, as the handful 
and frankincense were fixed in one vessel, and the piggul action as 


well as the piggul intent both refer to the rite of burning. Therefore, 


the intent of piggul extends over the entire meal offering (Shita 
Mekubbetzet on 13b, citing Tosafot Hitzoniyyot). 


We learn in a mishna as well...so too with regard to burning, 
whether one's intent was to es of the remainder or to 
The mishna a be rE toa a case hele one burns the 
handful with the intent to burn the handful itself the next day, as 
he is in fact burning it now. Rather, the mishna must be referring 
to a priest who intends to burn the frankincense the next day 
(Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). 
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Rav Menashya bar Gadda explains that the reason is that this 
statement of Rabbi Meir applies only where he had intent during 
the sacrifice of the handful to consume the remainder the next 
day, as the handful is their permitting factor. But here, as 
the handful is not a permitting factor of the frankincense, the 
offering cannot be rendered piggul through it. 


Abaye said to Rav Menashya: Answer me, my Master, did Rav 
Hisda state this halakha in the name of Rav? Rav Menashya said 
to Abaye: Yes. The Gemara notes that it was also stated explicitly 
that Rav Hisda says that Rav says: Burning does not render 
burning piggul. 


Rav Ya’akov bar Idi said in the name of Abaye: We learn in the 
mishna as well that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rav: If one slaughtered one of the lambs with the intent to 
partake of it the next day, that lamb is piggul and the other lamb 
is fit. If he slaughtered one lamb with the intent to partake of the 
other the next day, both lambs are fit. What is the reason? Is it 
not due to the fact that since the first lamb is not a permitting 
factor of the second lamb, it cannot render the second lamb pig- 
gul? The same reasoning should apply to the case of the handful 
and frankincense. 


The Gemara rejects this suggestion: No; there is a difference 
between these cases. It is only there, in the mishna, that one lamb 
cannot render the other piggul, as it was not fixed in one vessel 
with the other lamb, and therefore each animal stands independent 
of the other. But here, as the handful and frankincense were fixed 
in one vessel for the purpose of offering them, they are consid- 
ered like one item and one of them therefore renders the other 


piggul. 


§ Rav Hamnuna said: Rabbi Hanina helped me internalize this 
following matter, and to me it is equivalent to all the rest of my 
learning, as it contains a significant novelty: If one burned the 
handful with the intent to burn the frankincense the next day, 
and burned the frankincense with the intent to partake of the 
remainder’ the next day," the meal offering is piggul. 


The Gemara asks: What is Rabbi Hanina teaching us? If he is 
teaching us that burning renders burning piggul, then let him 
simply say: If one burned the handful with the intent to burn the 
frankincense, the offering is piggul. If he is teaching us that one 
renders an offering piggul through intent during the sacrifice of 
half of a permitting factor, then let him say: If one burned the 
handful with the intent to partake of the remainder the next day, 
the offering is piggul. If he is coming to teach us both of these 
halakhot, let him say: If one burned the handful with the intent 
to burn the frankincense or to partake of the remainder the next 
day, the offering is piggul. 


NOTES 


To burn the frankincense the next day, and burned the frank- intent to burn the frankincense and to partake of the remainder. 


incense with the intent to partake of the remainder — vop 
pp bigh midh mid: According to this version of the Gemara, 


According to Rashi, the Gemara’s question is as follows: If Rabbi 
Hanina intends to teach that this offering is piggul, why does he 


which is apparently the same text used by the Rambam, the cite a case where there are two viable reasons for rendering the 
Gemara's question is as follows: Why does Rabbi Hanina teach a offering piggul? Why doesn’t Rabbi Hanina teach a case where 


case where one burned the frankincense with the intent to par- 


only one of the reasons applies, i.e., either he burned the hand- 


take of the remainder the next day, when he could have referred ful with the intent to burn the frankincense the next day or he 


to a case where one burned the handful with the intent both to 


did so with the intent to partake of the remainder the next day. 


burn the frankincense and to partake of the remainder the next This would indicate that either reason is sufficient to render an 
day? Rashi omits the term: And the frankincense, which means offering piggul. 
that the case involves one who burned the handful with the 


HALAKHA 
Burned the handful with the intent to burn the 
frankincense the next day and burned the frankin- 
cense with the intent to partake of the remainder 
the next day — dis miah miah wepad yanip vopn 
and wyw: If one burned the handful with the intent 
o burn the frankincense the next day, and subsequently 
burned the frankincense with the intent to partake of 
he remainder the next day, the offering is piggul, since 
piggul intent has extended over the entire meal offering. 


The Rambam rules in accordance with this version of the 


Gemara. According to Rashi’s version, even if one had 
intent during the burning of the handful to burn the 
rankincense and to partake of the remainder the next 
day, the offering is piggul (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 16:8, and see Likkutei Halakhot). 
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NOTES 
As intent of piggul has extended - maw mb xDWDT: 
According to Rashi's version of the Gemara, in which the 
case involves one who burned the handful with the intent 
to burn the frankincense and partake of the remainder the 
next day, burning does not render burning piggul because 
intent is lacking with regard to the remainder. Similarly, 
this is considered half of a permitting factor, which cannot 
render the offering piggul, as intent is lacking during the 
sacrifice of the remaining permitting factor, i.e., the frank- 
incense. Nevertheless, the combination of these inten- 
tions, which refer to the remainder and the frankincense, 
is sufficient to render the offering piggul. According to the 
Rambam’s version of the Gemara, such intent is insufficient, 
as it occurs during the sacrifice of only half of the permit- 
ting factor. He maintains that an offering is rendered piggul 
only when one has piggul intent during the sacrifice of al 
of the permitting factors, regardless of the combination 
of intentions. 


He would not confuse the phrase - mb abrva xd: Mos 
baraitot were not committed to writing, but rather, were 
memorized by the tanna‘im. It is therefore understandable 
that some tanna‘im might err in the recitation of a baraita. | 
is generally assumed that such mistakes were limited and 
did not constitute dramatic deviations from the authentic 
language of the baraita. Consequently, while it is probable 
that the tanna would confuse disqualified with piggul, it is 
unlikely that he might interchange: This is the opinion of 
Rabbi Meir, with the term: Everyone agrees. 


HALAKHA 


If one burned the handful with the intent to partake 
of the remainder the next day, etc. - dion) yaip vop 
13) ow: If one burned only the frankincense or only the 
handful with the intent to partake of the remainder the 
next day, the meal offering is disqualified. The halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis in the 
mishna, not Rabbi Meir (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 16:8). 


108  MENAHOT: PEREK II: 17A- yap 


dbiyd TITY 13 NI 17 WN 
mappa NRN TWP px app 
KITINO VED NTIS PDN PN) 

npn wba maw > Kuw 


NBN TB POY? ITT PAP NAD M 
bye ie bon xm an tan 
bape bon vat: KDN 


hem PRD IN Saas atx) 
Assy” A FMI So aT NIA 
Navara diy. abn appa 

> rn xb ign 


aman nx yap by oTa 


Rav Adda bar Ahava said: Actually, Rabbi Hanina holds that burn- 
ing does not render burning piggul, and therefore if one burned 
only the handful with the intent to burn the frankincense the next 
day, the offering is not piggul. And he also holds that one does not 
render an offering piggul through intent during the sacrifice of half 
of a permitting factor, and consequently if one burned only the 
handful with the intent to partake of the remainder the next day, the 
offering is not piggul either. But it is different here, as intent of 
piggulhas extended" over the entire meal offering, as he had intent 
of piggul during the burning of the handful with regard to the frank- 
incense and during the burning of the frankincense with regard to 
the remainder. 


The Gemara relates that a tanna taught a baraita before Rav Yitzhak 
bar Abba: If one burned the handful with the intent to partake of 
the remainder the next day," everyone agrees that the meal offering 
is piggul. The Gemara raises a difficulty: But don’t Rabbi Meir and 
the Rabbis disagree in the mishna with regard to this very case? 
Rather, say that the baraita states: Everyone agrees that the offering 
is disqualified, as although the Rabbis hold that such intent does 
not render an offering piggul, they concede that it disqualifies the 
offering. 


The Gemara challenges: But if one must emend the baraita, let him 
say that the baraita states: It is piggul, and that it is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Meir. The Gemara responds: It is reason- 
able that the tanna taught that everyone agrees, and that he acci- 
dentally exchanged the word piggul for disqualified. But he would 
not confuse the phrase:" This is the opinion of Rabbi Meir, with 
the phrase: Everyone agrees. 
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The second chapter of Menahot deals primarily with the relationship between the 
various parts of a meal offering, specifically with regard to the halakhot of piggul and 
the disqualification of a meal offering. 


One conclusion is that if a priest burns the handful ofa meal offering with the intent 
to burn the frankincense the next day, the meal offering is rendered piggul. Although 
everyone accepts the principle that improper intent with one permitting factor does 
not render another permitting factor piggul, this principle applies only when each 
permitting factor remains independent, e.g., in the case of the communal peace 
offering of two lambs that accompanies the two loaves on Shavuot. By contrast, in a 
case such as that of the handful and frankincense of a meal offering, since the hand- 
ful and frankincense are fixed in one vessel, they are considered a single permitting 
factor with regard to rendering one another piggul. Similarly, each of the bowls of 
frankincense that accompany the shewbread renders the other piggul, as both bowls 
are fixed in a single vessel, i.e., on the table of the shewbread. 


Additionally, the Gemara concludes that if one sacrifices the handful of a meal offer- 
ing with the intent to partake of the remainder the next day, but has no such intent 
during the sacrifice of the frankincense, or vice versa, the offering is not rendered 
piggul, in accordance with the principle that piggul is effected only when one has 
improper intent during the sacrifice of all the permitting factors of an offering. Simi- 
larly, the shewbread is rendered piggul only if one burns both bowls with intent of 
piggul. If all of the permitting factors of an offering are sacrificed with intent of piggul, 
then even if one’s intent referred to only part of the offering, e.g., one arrangement 
of shewbread, the entire offering is piggul. 


In light of the discussion concerning intent of piggul while sacrificing an element 
of an offering, some halakhot involving the ritual impurity of part of an offering are 
discussed in this chapter as well. The Gemara concludes that if one part of an offer- 
ing becomes impure, e.g., one arrangement of shewbread or one of the loaves from 
the meal offering brought on Shavuot, the remaining part is not rendered impure on 
account of it, and it must be consumed in a state of ritual purity. 


The Gemara’s conclusion that the status of piggul extends from one part of an offering 
to another is relevant only to offerings whose parts are of equal importance, e.g., the 
two arrangements of shewbread. This is not the halakha when an offering comprises 
a principal element and a secondary one, e.g., a thanks offering and its accompanying 
loaves. Instead, the Gemara concludes that piggul intent with regard to the principal 
element renders the secondary element piggul as well, but not vice versa. Accordingly, 
piggul intent with regard to the two lambs that accompany the two loaves on Shavuot 
renders both the lambs and the loaves piggul, whereas improper intent with regard 
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to the loaves renders the loaves piggul but not the lambs. This is because the loaves 
are sanctified on account of the slaughter of the lambs, and since the loaves are the 
secondary element, they do not render the lambs piggul. 


These halakhot are applicable only to offerings whose parts are sanctified and sac- 
rificed together. With regard to the libations that accompany an animal offering, 
these do not render the animal piggul, as they are secondary to the animal. They are 
not even rendered piggul on account of the animal, since they may be brought even 
several days after the sacrifice of the animal. 
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And when one brings a meal offering unto the Lord, his offering shall 
be of fine flour; and he shall pour oil upon it, and put frankincense 
upon it. And he shall bring it to Aaron's sons, the priests; and he shall 
remove his handful of its fine flour, and of its oil, together with all its 
frankincense; and the priest shall make its memorial part smoke upon 
the altar, an offering made by fire, of a pleasing aroma to the Lord. But 
that which is left of the meal offering shall be Aaron’s and his sons’; it 
is most holy of the offerings of the Lord made by fire. And when you 
bring a meal offering baked in the oven, it shall be unleavened cakes of 
fine flour mingled with oil, or unleavened wafers spread with oil. And 
if your offering is a meal offering baked on a griddle, it shall be of fine 
flour unleavened, mingled with oil. You shall break it in pieces, and 
pour oil on it; it is a meal offering. 


(Leviticus 2:1-6) 


And every meal offering of yours you shall season with salt; neither shall 
you suffer the salt of the covenant of your God to be lacking from your 
meal offering; you shall sacrifice salt with all your offerings. 


(Leviticus 2:13) 


And this is the law of the meal offering: The sons of Aaron shall sacrifice 
it before the Lord, in front of the altar. 
(Leviticus 6:7) 


And you shall make a Candelabrum of pure gold; of beaten work will 
the Candelabrum be made, even its base, and its shaft; its goblets, its 
knobs, and its flowers shall be of one piece with it. And there shall be 
six: branches going out of its sides: Three branches of the Candelabrum 
out of its one side, and three branches of the Candelabrum out of its 
other side; three goblets made like almond blossoms in one branch, a 
knob and a flower; and three goblets made like almond blossoms in 
the other branch, a knob and a flower; so for the six branches going 
out of the Candelabrum. And in the Candelabrum four goblets made 
like almond blossoms, its knobs, and its flowers. And a knob under two 
branches of one piece with it, and a knob under two branches of one 
piece with it, and a knob under two branches of one piece with it, for 
the six branches going out of the Candelabrum. Their knobs and their 
branches shall be of one piece with it; the whole of it one beaten work 
of pure gold. And you shall make its lamps, seven; and they shall light 
its lamps, to give light over against it. And its tongs, and its pans, shall 
be of pure gold. Of a talent of pure gold it will be made, with all these 
vessels. And see that you make them after their pattern, which is being 
shown you in the mount. 


(Exodus 25:31-40) 


This chapter discusses two main topics. The first is meal offerings whose rites were 
performed improperly, or where various problems arose prior to their being burned 
on the altar. The chapter examines when these meal offerings are fit and when they 
are unfit. 


The chapter begins with the case of meal offerings that were sacrificed with the 
improper intent in a situation where this intent does not disqualify the offering. Next, 
the chapter discusses the various rites of the meal offering prescribed by the Torah 
and addresses which of these are indispensable to its sacrifice. 


Another topic is mixtures of meal offerings, a broad category that includes the 
case of two meal offerings that became intermingled, a meal offering that became 
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intermingled with a handful removed from a meal offering, and a remainder ofa meal 
offering that became intermingled with its handful or that of another meal offering. 


The chapter also explores the case of a meal offering that contracted ritual impurity. 
It discusses the halakha of a handful that became impure and the halakha of a meal 
offering whose remainder, which is designated to be eaten bya priest, became impure 
or was lost or burned. Is it sufficient to burn the handful of this meal offering in 
order to fulfill one’s obligation, or is there no halakhic significance to the burning of 
the handful when there is nothing left of the meal offering from which it was taken? 


The chapter then examines the last part of the service of a meal offering, which is the 
burning of the handful. It discusses how this burning is performed, e.g., whether the 
handful must be placed in a vessel, and when exactly the remainder is permitted to 
be eaten by the priests. 


The details of these halakhot, which address mainly the issue of when meal offerings 
whose rites were improperly performed are entirely fit and when they are unfit, form 
the subject matter of the first section of the chapter. 


The second section of the chapter begins with a discussion of the two parts of the 
meal offering: The handful and the remainder. Although they differ from one another, 
the absence of one prevents fulfillment of the mitzva with the other, and a meal offer- 
ing is fit only if both parts are intact. From here the chapter provides a lengthy list of 
mitzvot that have various elements, or different aspects to their performance, each of 
which is indispensable to their fulfillment. This list includes the Candelabrum in the 
Temple and its parts, which are subject to detailed examination in this chapter, and 
the passages from the Torah written in a mezuza and on the parchment of phylacter- 
ies. In all of these cases, the Gemara analyzes the sources in the verses and discusses 
the details of the performance of these mitzvot. 
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MIS HN A In the case of one who removes a handful® 


from the meal offering with the intent to 
consume, beyond its designated time, an item whose typical man- 
ner" is such that one does not consume it, i.e., the handful, or to 
burn, beyond its designated time, an item whose typical manner is 
such that one does not burn it on the altar, i.e., the remainder of the 
meal offering, the meal offering is fit. Rabbi Eliezer deems it unfit, 
although it is not piggul, and consuming it is therefore not punishable 
by excision from the World-to-Come [karet]. 


In the case of one who removes a handful from the meal offering with 

the intent to consume, beyond its designated time, an item whose 

typical manner is such that one does consume it, or to burn, beyond 

its designated time, an item whose typical manner is such that one 

does burn it on the altar, but his intent was to consume or burn 

improperly less than an olive-bulk," the offering is fit. If his intent 
was both to consume half an olive-bulk and to burn half an olive- 
bulk" beyond its designated time, the meal offering is nevertheless 

fit, because eating and burning do not join together. 


G E M A RA Rabbi Asi says that Rabbi Yohanan says: 

What is the reason for the ruling of Rabbi 
Eliezer that the intention to consume, beyond its designated time, 
an item that is not usually consumed renders the meal offering unfit? 
The verse states with regard to consuming an offering after its des- 
ignated time: “And if any of the flesh of the sacrifice of his peace 
offerings is at all consumed [he‘akhol ye‘akhel]” (Leviticus 7:18), 
repeating for emphasis the term for consumption. He derives from 
the repeated term that the verse is speaking of two types of con- 
sumption: One is the consumption of the offering by a person, e.g., 
by the priests or the owner of the offering, and the other one is the 
consumption of the sacrificial portions by their being burned on the 
altar. This serves to tell you that just as one’s improper intention 
with regard to the consumption of a person renders the offering 
unfit, so too, one’s improper intention with regard to the consump- 
tion of the altar renders the offering unfit. 


And furthermore, this serves to tell you that just as one’s improper 
intention that a portion of the offering designated for consumption 
by a person will be consumed on the following day by a person 
renders the offering unfit, and one’s improper intention that a por- 
tion of the offering designated for consumption of the altar will be 
consumed on the following day by the altar renders the offering 
unfit, so too, one’s improper intention that a portion of the offering 
designated for consumption by a person will be consumed on the 
altar renders the offering unfit, and one’s improper intention that a 
portion of the offering designated for consumption of the altar will 
be consumed on the following day by a person renders the offering 
unfit. 


What is the reason for this derivation? It is derived from the fact 
that the Merciful One expresses the burning of the offering using 
the language of consumption. 


And the Rabbis, who disagree with Rabbi Eliezer, maintain the 
following: This fact that the Merciful One expresses the burning 
of the offering using the language of consumption 


BACKGROUND 


Handful — 17: Most meal offerings require that a handful be taken 
by a priest and burned on the altar. Although this service parallels the 
service of slaughtering performed on an animal sacrifice, which does 
not require a priest, the removal of the handful could be performed 
only by a priest. According to many authorities, the priest would 


using his thumb and little finger to remove any surplus flour. He 
would then place the flour in a sacred vessel used for the Temple 
service to consecrate it. Since the priest had to scoop out a precise 
handful of flour, no more and no less, the scooping of the handful was 
one of the more difficult services performed in the Temple (see 11a). 


scoop the flour out with the three middle fingers of his right hand, 


HALAKHA 


One who removes a handful from the meal 
offering with the intent to consume an item 
whose typical manner, etc. — AMT NN yap 
‘apr saya pew rat diawe: In the case of one who 
removes a handful from the meal offering with 
the intent to consume on the following day an 
item that is not typically consumed, or to burn 
on the following day an item that is not typi- 
cally burned on the altar, the meal offering is fit, 
in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMuk- 
dashin 14:8). 


Less than an olive-bulk — n22 nina: If one’s 
intent while performing the sacrificial rites of 
an offering is to burn on the following day less 
than an olive-bulk of an item that is typically 
burned on the altar, or to consume less than an 
olive-bulk of an item that is typically consumed, 
the offering is fit (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 14:10). 


If his intent was to consume half an olive- 
bulk and to burn half an olive-bulk — Sion) 
mST vop Mt ym: If one’s intent while 
performing the sacrificial rites of an offering is 
to consume less than an olive-bulk and to burn 
less than an olive-bulk beyond the offering’s 
designated time or outside of its designated 
area, the offering is fit, as consumption and 
burning do not join together (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 14:10). 
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demonstrates that there is no difference if one expresses his inten- 
tion using the language of: Consumption on the altar," and there 

is no difference if one expresses his intention using the language 

of: Burning on the altar. Therefore, if the priest removed the hand- 
ful from the meal offering while expressing the intention that it 
should be burned on the altar on the following day, whether this 

intention was phrased as: Consumed on the altar, or: Burned on the 

altar, the offering is piggul. 


Alternatively, the doubled expression serves to teach that just as 
one renders the offering piggul only when one’s intention involves 
the consumption of an olive-bulk, as this is the minimal measure 
for an act to be considered eating, so too, one renders the offering 
piggul only when one’s intention involves the burning of an olive- 
bulk." But actually, the expression for consumption found in the 
verse indicates consuming it in the usual manner, and therefore an 
offering is rendered unfit only if one’s improper intention involved 
consuming an item that is usually consumed, or burning an item that 
is usually burned. 


And what would Rabbi Eliezer respond? He would say that if that 
were so, that the verse intends to teach only that halakha, let the 
Merciful One write either: If heakhol he‘akhol, or: If yeakhel 
yeakhel, repeating the same form of the word twice. What is the 
reason that the verse states “heakhol ye‘akhel,’ employing both 
repetition and variation? Learn from this formulation two halakhot. 
One, as the Rabbis explain, is that the offering is rendered unfit 
whether one uses an expression of consumption or an expression of 
burning, provided that one’s intention is with regard to at least an 
olive-bulk. The second is that the offering is rendered unfit if one 
intends to burn on the altar an item that is usually consumed by a 
person, or to consume an item that is usually burned on the altar. 


Rabbi Zeira said to Rav Asi: But if the reasoning of Rabbi Eliezer 

is due to that derivation, and he understands that the verse equates 

the improper intent to consume an item that is usually consumed 

with the improper intent to consume an item that is usually burned, 
then let one also be liable to receive karet for consuming an offering 

brought with intention to consume, after its designated time, the 

part of the offering that is burned, or for intention to burn, after its 

designated time, an item that is usually consumed. Why does Rabbi 

Eliezer state only that the offering is rendered unfit? And if you 

would say that indeed, Rabbi Eliezer does hold that one who con- 
sumes such an offering is liable to receive karet, that is difficult: But 

aren’t you the one who said in the name of Rabbi Yohanan: Rabbi 

Eliezer concedes that doing so is not punishable by karet? 


HALAKHA 


Using the language of consumption on the altar - wa 
nav) TP: If one performed one of the sacrificial rites with the 
intention of consuming half an olive-bulk after the time desig- 
nated for eating the offering, and the intention that another half 
olive-bulk would be consumed on the altar after the designated 
time for burning the offering, the two half olive-bulks combine 
and the offering is piggul, because both utilize the same expres- 
sion of consumption. This is in accordance with the Gemara’s 
statement in tractate Zevahim (31a), and in accordance with the 
opinion of the Rabbis here (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 14:10). 


Burning of an olive-bulk - mt3a TPA: The smallest measure 
of eating is an olive-bulk, and the smallest measure of burning 
an offering is an olive-bulk. Therefore, if one intends to eat after 
its designated time or outside of its designated location less 
than an olive-bulk of an item that is usually eaten, or to burn less 
than an olive-bulk of an item that is usually burned, the offering 
remains fit (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 
14:10, and see Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 9:4). 
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Rav Asi said to him: It is a dispute between tanna’im as to the 
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer. There is one who says that Rabbi 
Eliezer deems the offering to be unfit by Torah law and one is 
liable to receive karet. It was in accordance with this opinion that 
Rabbi Yohanan cited the proof from the verse. And there is one 
who says that Rabbi Eliezer deems the offering to be unfit by 
rabbinic law, and it was in accordance with this opinion that 
Rabbi Yohanan said that according to Rabbi Eliezer there is no 
punishment of karet for this transgression. 


As it is taught in a baraita: In the case of one who slaughters the 
offering" with the intention to drink some of its blood, which is 
designated to be presented on the altar, on the next day, or to 
burn some of its meat, which is meant to be eaten, on the next 
day, or to eat some of its sacrificial portions, which are desig- 
nated to be burned on the altar, on the next day, the offering is 
fit, as his intention is either to eat an item that is usually sacrificed 
on the altar, or to burn on the altar an item that is usually eaten. 
But Rabbi Eliezer deems the offering unfit. If one slaughters the 
offering with the intention to leave some of its blood for the next 
day," but not to present it or consume it, Rabbi Yehuda deems 
the offering unfit. Rabbi Elazar said: Even in this case Rabbi 
Eliezer deems the offering unfit, and the Rabbis deem it fit. 


The Gemara clarifies: In accordance with whose opinion is the 
statement of Rabbi Yehuda that the offering is unfit even if he 
intends only to leave the blood for the next day, but not present 
it or consume it? If we say it is in accordance with the opinion 
of the Rabbis, now consider: And if there, where the priest 
expresses his intention using the language of consumption, the 
Rabbis nevertheless deem the offering fit, despite the fact that if 
he had used this expression with regard to the portion burned on 
the altar, the offering would be piggul, is it not all the more so the 
case that here, when he intends only to leave the blood until the 
next day, the offering should be fit? 


Rather, it must be that Rabbi Yehuda’s statement is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer. And yet the baraita continues: 
Rabbi Elazar said: Even in this case Rabbi Eliezer deems the 
offering unfit, and the Rabbis deem it fit. If Rabbi Yehuda’s state- 
mentis in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, then the 
explanation of Rabbi Elazar of Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion is identical 
to that of Rabbi Yehuda, and there does not appear to be any 
disagreement between the two. 


Rather, is it not so that the difference between Rabbi Elazar and 
Rabbi Yehuda is with regard to liability for karet? The difference 
lies in that Rabbi Yehuda holds that if one’s intention is to leave 
the blood for the next day, then according to Rabbi Eliezer the 
offering is only rendered unfit, whereas in those cases listed in 
the mishna, such as where one’s intention is to eat the sacrificial 
portions on the next day, he would be liable to receive karet as 
well. And Rabbi Elazar comes to say that according to Rabbi 
Eliezer, both in this case and in that case, the offering is unfit but 
there is no liability to receive karet for it. 


The Gemara rejects this suggestion: No, it may be that everyone 
agrees that according to Rabbi Eliezer in a case where one’s inten- 
tion is to eat, after its designated time, an item that is usually 
burned, or to burn an item that is usually eaten, there is no liabil- 
ity to receive karet. And here there are three disputes with 
regard to the matter. The first tanna holds that the Rabbis and 
Rabbi Eliezer disagree only in those cases, with regard to whether 
the offering is rendered unfit due to the intention to eat an item 
that is usually burned or to burn an item that is usually eaten. But 
with regard to leaving of its blood until the next day, everyone 
agrees that the offering is fit. 
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HALAKHA 


One who slaughters the offering, etc. - omiin 
"31 n37 NY: If one slaughters an offering with the 
intention of drinking of its blood, eating its sacrificial 
portions, or burning its meat on the next day or out- 
side of its designated location, the offering is fit, as 
he intended either to eat of an item that is usually 
burned on the altar, or to burn on the altar an item 
that is usually eaten (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 14:8). 


The intention to leave of its blood for the next 
day - anh int rath: If while performing one of the 
sacrificial rites, i.e., slaughter, collection of the blood, 
conveying the blood to the altar, and presentation 
of the blood, one’s intention is to leave the blood or 
sacrificial portions for the next day, the offering is fit. 
This is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis 
on Zevahim 35b (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 13:8). 
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NOTES 


Was especially dear to him until one [ad le‘ahat] - 
nod sy ania 1b aan mm: Rashi offers two expla- 
nations for the phrase: Until one. According to the 
first explanation, the statement means that Yosef the 
Babylonian was especially dear to Rabbi Elazar, and 
he two were engaged in learning together until 
hey reached one halakha. According to the second 
explanation, the Gemara is stating that every ruling 
Rabbi Elazar taught was especially dear to Yosef the 
Babylonian, until they began discussing one halakha 
hat he did not immediately accept, as described in 
he continuation of the story. 

In contrast to Rashi, who explains that ad le'ahat 
means until [ad] one [ahat], Megillat Setarim explains 
hat the term means very much [/ehada], and there- 
ore the Gemara is stating that Yosef the Babylonian 
was very dear to Rabbi Elazar. He also suggests, while 
noting that this is not the straightforward meaning, 
hat ad leahat means: To a soul, as the soul is called 
a unit [yehida]. 


LANGUAGE 

Face lit up [tzahavu panav] - »35 3378: The root tzadi, 
heh, beit can have two contradictory meanings in 
rabbinic usage. It can mean, as it does here, to light 
up [tzahov] with joy. In contrast, it can have a negative 
meaning, as the Aramaic translation of the Prophets 
translates the phrase: “And her rival vexed her” (1 Sam- 
uel 1:6), as: And her rival taunted [metzahava] her. 


116 


na- m pyda pa sap a aN 
int My pA TP NYD NN boa bon 
KINT xbips iagh; bs WN 


BAX K ATT ay OF 1Y NADI 
awn Dosw sab imam oxw jb Din 
bios m0) ana snot 


var ia qs sid WDY o37 xa) 
PYV ons bois wy 


atid ion TY sea 21720) 
nsbaws : 237 VO NANT) 209 bon 
YW ja Wwy nby nin nivah 
awh N by vain nisb nb HN) 
m avi haan AD MM AW 13 
Sh yaw nme) ay anoa D pan am 
fn) iam mag nai ny oniwa, a 

amn 


Wa 15 y - aw ws 3 N 
Tox - ay swe 3b wax - Nw 
sw Kyy WD: a sox ny woh 

baan apr bw eien Dois Wwy 


And Rabbi Yehuda holds that the Rabbis and Rabbi Eliezer dis- 
agree only in those cases, where one’s intention is to drink the 
blood or burn the meat of the offering. In those cases, the Rabbis 
deem the offering fit, since the improper intention involves making 
use of the item in an unusual manner. But if one’s intention is to 
leave ofits blood until the next day, everyone agrees that the offer- 
ing is unfit. What is the reason for this? It is a rabbinic decree 
disqualifying the offering when some ofits blood is left over until 
the next day due to the concern that a priest may intend to leave 
over all ofits blood, and if one’s intention is to leave all of its blood 
until the next day, the offering is rendered unfit by Torah law. 


As it is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda said to the Rabbis: Do 
you not concede to me that if he left the blood until the next day 
without presenting it, that the offering is unfit? Therefore, if he 
intended to leave the blood until the next day, it is also unfit. 


And Rabbi Elazar comes to say that even in this case Rabbi 
Eliezer deems the offering unfit and the Rabbis deem it fit, as 
there is no distinction between a case where one intended to drink 
of the blood on the next day and where one intended to merely 
leave the blood until the next day. 


The Gemara asks: And does Rabbi Yehuda in fact hold that if one’s 

intention is to leave some of the blood until the next day, every- 
one agrees that the offering is unfit? But isn’t it taught in a baraita: 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said: When I went to Rabbi Elazar ben 

Shammua’ to clarify my knowledge, and some say that Rabbi 

Yehuda HaNasi said: When I went to clarify the knowledge of, i.e., 
study under, Rabbi Elazar ben Shammua, I found Yosef the Baby- 
lonian’ sitting before Rabbi Elazar ben Shammua. And every rul- 
ing that Rabbi Elazar ben Shammua taught was especially dear to 

him, until they began discussing one" halakha, when Yosef the 

Babylonian said to him: My teacher, with regard to one who 

slaughters the offering with the intention to leave some of its 

blood for the next day, what is the halakha? 


Rabbi Elazar ben Shammua said to him: The offering is fit. Yosef 
the Babylonian repeated this question that evening, and Rabbi 
Elazar ben Shammua said to him that the offering is fit. He asked 
again the following morning, and Rabbi Elazar ben Shammua said 
to him that the offering is fit. Once again, he asked this question at 
noon, and Rabbi Elazar ben Shammua said to him that the offering 
is fit. When he asked the question a further time that late afternoon, 
Rabbi Elazar ben Shammua said to him: I hold that the offering is 
fit, but Rabbi Eliezer deems it unfit. Yosef the Babylonian’s face 
lit up [tzahavu panav]' with joy. 


Rabbi Elazar ben Shammua - yaw ja awhy 937: Rabbi Elazar ben 


Shammua was a tanna in the generation prior 


the Mishna. He was a priest and was among the greatest of Rabbi 
Akiva's students. Rabbi Elazar ben Shammua was among the lead- 


ers of the Jewish people in the years o 
the failure of 


persecu 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, the redactor of the Mis 
Rabbi Elazar ben Shammua's statements are ci 
but he was held in high esteem by 
generations. Rav, an amora, referred to him as t 
Sages, and Rabbi Yohanan said of him: T 


he bar Kokheva rebellion. Despite the dire situation, 
many students studied with him. One of his primary students was 


he Sages of the following 


he hearts of the early Sages 


PERSONALITIES 


Yosef the Babylonian — aan pv: Yosef the Babylonian was a 
tanna in the generation before Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. As his name 
suggests, Yosef the Babylonian was a native of Babylonia, specifi- 
cally from the Jewish settlement and great learning center of Huzal. 
Apparently his father's name was Yehuda, and he was therefore 
also called Gur Arye, lion cub (see Genesis 49:9). Upon arriving in 
Eretz Yisrael, he studied with several of Rabbi Akiva’s students and 
became adept at describing the various philosophies and teaching 
techniques of different Sages. According to the Jerusalem Talmud, 
he was also called Rabbi Yosef Katnuta, and he is praised in the 
Mishna for his pious character. Halakhic and aggadic statements 
in his name are recorded in the Babylonian Talmud. 


o the redaction of 


ion in the wake of 


hna. Not many of 
ed in the Mishna, 


he happiest of the 


were like the Entrance Hall to the Sanctuary. In 
baraitot, he is called simply Rabbi Elazar. 


Rabbi Elazar ben Shammua lived a long life, 


he Mishna and in 


and according to 
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one tradition he was 105 years old when he was executed. He is 
listed among the ten martyrs executed by the Romans. 
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Rabbi Elazar ben Shammua said to him: Yosef, it seems to me that 
our, i.e., my, halakhot were not accurate until now, when I said that 
the offering is fit. Yosef the Babylonian said to him: My teacher, yes, 
Iagree that the offering is fit, as you said. But my reluctance to accept 
your statement was due to the fact that Rabbi Yehuda taught me 
that the offering is unfit, and I went around to all of Rabbi Yehuda’s 
disciples, seeking another disciple who had also heard this from 
him, but I could not find one, and thought that I must have been 
mistaken. Now that you have taught me that Rabbi Eliezer deems 
it unfit, you have returned to me that which I had lost. 


The baraita continues: Upon hearing this, Rabbi Elazar ben Sham- 
mua’s eyes streamed with tears, and he said: Happy are you, Torah 
scholars, for whom matters of Torah are exceedingly dear. Rabbi 
Elazar ben Shammua recited this verse about Yosef the Babylonian: 
“O how I love Your Torah; it is my meditation all the day” (Psalms 
119:97). He continued: Because Rabbi Yehuda is the son of Rabbi 
Elai, and Rabbi Elai is the student of Rabbi Eliezer, therefore 
Rabbi Yehuda taught you the mishna of Rabbi Eliezer that the 
offering is unfit. 


The Gemara explains its objection: And if it enters your mind that 
Rabbi Yehuda taught Yosef the Babylonian that all agree that the 
offering is unfit, what did Yosef the Babylonian mean when he said 
to Rabbi Elazar ben Shammua: You have returned to me that which 
I had lost? Rabbi Elazar ben Shammua had said to him only that 
whether the offering is rendered unfit is subject to a dispute, and 
Yosef the Babylonian would have been taught that all agree that it is 
unfit. 


Rather, what is it that Rabbi Yehuda taught Yosef the Babylonian? 
Did he teach him that the Rabbis deem the offering fit and Rabbi 
Eliezer deems it unfit? If that is so, what did Rabbi Elazar ben 
Shammua mean when he said that it was only because Rabbi Yehuda 
was the son of Rabbi Elai, who was the student of Rabbi Eliezer, that 
Rabbi Yehuda taught this dispute? According to Rabbi Elazar ben 
Shammua, we too teach this dispute. The fact that Rabbi Yehuda 
taught both opinions in a dispute does not require justification. 


Rather, it must be that actually, Rabbi Yehuda taught Yosef the 
Babylonian that all agree that the offering is unfit; and what did 
Yosef the Babylonian mean when he said: You have returned to me 
that which I had lost? He meant that Rabbi Elazar ben Shammua 
had in any event returned to him that there is some opinion in the 
world concerning the unfitness of the offering if one’s intention was 
to leave over the blood until the next day. His answer reassured Yosef 
the Babylonian that there is in fact such an opinion. 


If did he oil" h l 
MISHNA one di not pour t eo onto t e mea 


offering, or did not mix" the oilinto the meal 
offering, or did not break the loaves into pieces," or did not add salt, 
or did not wave the omer meal offering or the meal offering of a sota, 
or did not bring the meal offering to the altar, or if it happened that 
the priest broke the meal offerings that require breaking into greater 
pieces than appropriate, or did not smear oil on the wafers requiring 
this (see Leviticus 2:4), in all these cases the meal offering is fit. 


Did not mix, etc. - ^3) a x5: If one did not mix the oil into the 
meal offering, break the loaves into pieces, bring the offering to 
the altar, or wave the meal offerings that are to be waved, in all of 
these cases the meal offering is considered fit, as these actions are 


HALAKHA 
required ab initio, but their absence does not disqualify the offering. 
If one did not pour oil onto the meal offering, it is unfit (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 13:11 and Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 11:7). 


NOTES 


If one did not pour oil — px? xh: Most meal offer- 
ings require the addition of oil. As explained in a 
subsequent mishna (74b), meal offerings that are 
prepared in a vessel, as opposed to oven-baked 
meal offerings, require three applications of oil. Oil 
is added to the vessel before flour is added, then 
oil is poured upon the flour and mixed together 
with the flour. Afterward, in the case of shallow-pan 
meal offerings and deep-pan meal offerings, after 
kneading with water and crumbling it, the priest 
pours the remainder of the oil on the meal offering. 
After this final addition, he brings the meal offering 
to the altar, separates a handful, and burns that 
handful on the altar. Rashi comments that when 
the mishna states that the offering is fit even if the 
oil was not poured on the offering, it is referring 
to a case where not all three applications of oil 
were performed, as all of the requisite amount of 
oil was poured on the offering at an earlier stage. 
But if some of the requisite amount of oil was never 
poured on the offering, the meal offering is unfit. 


Did not break the loaves into pieces - nna x»: 
The mishna is referring to meal offerings that are 
baked after being kneaded, i.e., the shallow-pan 
meal offering, the deep-pan meal offering, and 
oven-baked meal offerings of loaves and wafers. 
After they were baked, each loaf was broken into 
wo equal pieces, and each piece was broken into 
another set of two equal pieces, so that each piece 
was the measure of an olive-bulk. The pieces were 
hen returned to the vessel, and the handful was 
aken. Some understand the mishna to be stating 
hat even if the meal offering was never broken up, 
itis fit (Tosefot Yom Tov and Tiferet Yisrael, explaining 
he Rambam). By contrast, Rashi explains based on 
a subsequent mishna (75b) that the case here is one 
where only an amount sufficient for taking a hand- 
ul was broken, but if the entire offering remained 
unbroken, the offering is unfit (Hok Natan; Sefat 
Emet). 
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HALAKHA 

A priest did not pour oil but a non-priest did - 
q xbx mo py? x: If the one who poured oil onto a 
meal offering was unfit for performing the sacrificial 
rites, e.g., a non-priest, the meal offering is fit. This is 
also the halakha with regard to mixing the oil, break- 
ing the loaves, or adding salt, as only from the stage of 
removal of a handful does the service require priests 
alone (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMuk- 
dashin 11:7, and see Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 9:5). 


Perek III 
Daf18 Amudb 


HALAKHA 

Sixty tenths of flour can be mixed with a /og of oil, 
etc. - 15) ret) www: One may not bring a meal 
offering of more than sixty tenths of flour in one vessel. 
If one does bring a larger amount, one must place the 
extraneous part in another vessel, since more than 
sixty tenths of flour cannot be mixed properly with 
the oil. This is the halakha despite the fact that mixing 
is not indispensable, as the meal offering must be 
fit for mixing, in accordance with the statement of 
Rabbi Zeira (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 17:6). 
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P E M A The Gemara asks: What does the mishna 

mean when it states that if one did not 
pour the oil onto the meal offering, the meal offering is fit? If we 
say that it means that he did not pour oil at all, that is difficult: 
Doesn't the verse write with regard to the pouring of the oil that 
doing so is indispensable? Rather, the mishna must be referring 
to acase where a priest did not pour the oil onto the meal offering, 
but a non-priest did" pour it. The Gemara notes: If so, that the first 
clause of the mishna is understood in this manner, then the next 
halakha in the mishna: If one did not mix the oil into the meal 
offering, should also be understood as referring to a case where a 
priest did not mix the oil into the meal offering, but a non-priest 
did mix it, so it is fit. This would indicate that if one did not mix the 
oil into the meal offering at all, the meal offering is unfit. 


The Gemara asks: But didn’t we learn in a mishna (103b): One who 
volunteers to bring a meal offering of sixty-one tenths of an ephah 
of flour must bring a meal offering of sixty tenths of an ephah in one 
vessel and a meal offering of a tenth of an ephah in a second vessel, 
because sixty tenths of an ephah of flour can be properly mixed 
with a log of oil" but sixty-one tenths cannot be properly mixed 
with the oil. And we discussed it and asked: Even if sixty-one 
tenths of an ephah do not mix with one log of oil, what of it? But 
didn’t we learn in the mishna here that although there is a mitzva 
to mix the oil into the meal offering, if one did not mix the oil into 
it, the meal offering is still fit? 


And Rabbi Zeira said the following explanation: For any measure 
of flour that is suitable for mixing with oil in a meal offering, the 
lack of mixing does not invalidate the meal offering. Even though 
there is a mitzva to mix the oil and the flour ab initio, the meal offer- 
ing is fit for sacrifice even if the oil and the flour are not mixed. And 
for any measure of flour that is not suitable for mixing with oil in 
a meal offering, the lack of mixing invalidates the meal offering. 
This discussion demonstrates that when the mishna here says that 
the oil was not mixed into the meal offering, it means that it was 
not mixed at all. Therefore, the mishna’s statement that the meal 
offering is fit even if the oil was not poured should be understood 
as referring to a case where the oil was never poured, and not, as 
the Gemara inferred, as referring to a case where a non-priest 
poured it. 


The Gemara refutes this proof: Are the cases comparable? This 
case is as it is, and that case is as it is. When the mishna states: If 
one did not pour the oil onto the meal offering, it is referring to a 
case where a priest did not pour oil onto the meal offering but a 
non-priest did pour it. When it states: If one did not mix the oil 
into the meal offering, it means he did not mix the oil at all. 


Q The mishna teaches: Or if it happened that the priest broke the 
meal offerings that require breaking into greater pieces [pittim 
merubbot] than appropriate, the meal offering is fit. The Gemara 
asks: Now that it has already been stated in the mishna that if one 
did not break the loaves into pieces at all the meal offering is fit, 
is it necessary to state that if one broke the meal offering into 
greater pieces than appropriate the meal offering is fit? The Gemara 
answers: What does the expression pittin merubbot mean? It means 
that he increased [ribba] the amount of the meal offering’s pieces 
by breaking the loaves into many pieces that were each smaller than 
an olive-bulk. 
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And if you wish, say instead that the mishna is actually referring liter- 
ally to large pieces [pittim merubbot]," and it was necessary to teach 

this explicitly, lest you say that the meal offering is fit there, when the 

loaves are not broken, since they have the status of loaves, but here, 
when the loaves are broken into excessively large pieces and no longer 
have the status of loaves, as they have been broken up, but still do 

not have the status of pieces, as they are not the correct size, the 

offering is not fit. Therefore, it is necessary for the mishna to teach us 

this halakha explicitly. 


§ Based on the Gemara’s earlier inference that when the mishna 
states that the meal offering is valid even if the priest did not pour the 
oil it is referring to a case where a non-priest did perform this action, 
the Gemara suggests: Let us say that the mishna is not in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. As it is taught in a baraita that 
Rabbi Shimon says: Any priest who does not admit" to the validity 
of the sacrificial rites" has no portion in the gifts of the priesthood. 
As it is stated: “He among the sons of Aaron, that offers the blood 
of the peace offerings, and the fat, shall have the right thigh for a 
portion” (Leviticus 7:33). This teaches that one who admits to the 
validity of the sacrificial rites and accepts responsibility for them has 
a portion in the priestly gifts, but one who does not admit to the 
validity of the sacrificial rites does not have a portion in the priestly 
gifts. 


The baraita continues: And I have derived only that a priest does not 
have a share in the priestly gifts ifhe does not admit to the validity of 
these rites of the presenting of the blood or the burning of the fats 
alone, which are the sacrificial rites of a slaughtered offering, as those 
rites are enumerated in the verse. From where is it derived that this 
halakha also includes one who does not admit to the validity of the 
fifteen sacrificial rites performed by the priests? 


The baraita clarifies: These are the rites of a meal offering, i.e., the 
pouring of oil, the mixing, the breaking, the salting, the waving, 
the bringing of the offering to the altar, the removal of the handful, 
and the burning of the handful on the altar. And it includes other 
rites as well: The pinching of the nape of the neck of a bird offering, 
and the receiving of the blood in a vessel, and the sprinkling of the 
blood, and the giving of water to a woman suspected by her hus- 
band of having been unfaithful [sota], and the ritual of breaking a 
heifer’s neck, and the purification of a leper, and lifting of the 
hands for the Priestly Benediction, whether inside or outside the 
Temple. From where is it derived that this halakha also includes one 
who does not admit to the validity of these rites? 


The baraita continues: The verse states: “Among the sons of Aaron,” 


teaching that with regard to any sacrificial rite that is entrusted to 
the sons of Aaron, any priest who does not admit to its validity does 
not have a portion in the priestly gifts. Since the pouring of the oil 
is included in the list of sacrificial rites entrusted to the priests, accord- 
ing to Rabbi Shimon the offering should not be fit if this service was 
performed by a non-priest. 


Rav Nahman said: This is not difficult. There, in the baraita, Rabbi 
Shimon is referring to the meal offering of priests, whereas here, in 
the mishna, the context is a meal offering ofan Israelite. In the case 
of a meal offering of an Israelite, which is one that requires the 
removal of a handful to be burned on the altar, a verse teaches that 
from the stage of the removal of the handful onward, the rites per- 
formed with the meal offering are solely the mitzva of the members 
of the priesthood. Therefore, this verse also teaches that the pouring 
of the oil and the mixing, rites performed before the removal of the 
handful, are valid even if they are performed by a non-priest. By 
contrast, the meal offering of priests, which is one that does not 
require the removal of a handful, as the entire meal offering is 
burned on the altar, requires that from the outset the rites must be 
performed by a member of the priesthood; otherwise it is unfit. 
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HALAKHA 

Large pieces - niama Dna: In the case of all 
four baked meal offerings, after they are baked 
the loaves should be broken in half, and each 
half should then be broken into two pieces and 
separated. Each piece should be the measure of 
an olive-bulk, but if the loaves are broken into 
smaller or larger pieces, the meal offering is fit. 
This is in accordance with both of the Gemara’s 
explanations of the mishna (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 13:10). 


Any priest who does not admit, etc. — }71> bs 
^a 7111 iyxXw: There are twenty-four gifts that 
were designated for the priests, as a covenant 
with Aaron, all of which are listed explicitly in 
the Torah. Any priest who does not admit to the 
validity of the rites has no share in the priest- 
hood and receives no share in the priestly gifts 
(Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Bikkurim 1:1). 


NOTES 


Any priest who does not admit to the rites — 
maya ntin ew pit bp: This refers to a priest 
who believes that these mitzvot are meaning- 
less and invented by Moses, rather than com- 
manded by God (Rashi on Hullin 133a). Others 
disagree, explaining that in the case of a true 
heretic there is no need to state that he has 
no share in the priestly gifts; rather, it refers to 
a priest who makes light of the sacrificial rites, 
saying that they are not obligatory and indis- 
pensable (Ritva). Alternatively, there are those 
who explain that this priest denies that the 
sacrificial rites are a true form of Divine worship, 
claiming that their purpose is only to reform 
idol worshippers (Hatam Sofer). Others suggest 
that this priest believes the sacrificial rites to be 
valid when performed by non-priests (Mizbah 
Kappara). 
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HALAKHA 

From the removal of the handful onward, etc. - 
^3) thx Tya: All of the sacrificial rites of the 

meal offering that precede the removal of the 

handful are valid when performed by a non- 

priest, from the grinding that takes place outside 

of the Temple courtyard to the baking that takes 

place inside of it. From the removal of the handful 

onward, the rites must be performed by a priest 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakor- 
banot 12:23 and Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 11:7, 
and see Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 9:5). 


Perek III 
Daf19 Amuda 


HALAKHA 

Collection shall be only with the right hand... 
placing shall be only with the right hand — 
KON nym xan NDW... PDI NYY adap xan NDW 
paa: The Temple rites must be performed with 
one's right hand. If one performed a rite with 
his left hand, that rite is not valid, but he is not 
flogged. This is in accordance with the opinion of 
the Rabbis, who disagree with Rabbi Shimon in 
a mishna on Zevahim 15b (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 5:18). 
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Rava said to him: After all, in the case of the meal offering of 
priests, from where was it included that there is an obligation to 
pour the oil? It is derived from the halakha of the meal offering of 
an Israelite, where this halakha is stated explicitly. Therefore, just 
as there the rite is valid when performed by a non-priest, so too 
here, the rite is also valid when performed by a non-priest. 


There are those who say the discussion took place as follows: Rav 
Nahman said: This is not difficult. Here, when the mishna teaches 
that a meal offering is fit if the oil was poured by a non-priest, it 
is referring to meal offerings from which a handful is removed, 
whereas there, in the baraita that lists the pouring of the oil as one 
of the rites performed by the priests, it is referring to meal offerings 
from which a handful is not removed. 


Rava said to him: After all, in the case of meal offerings from which 
a handful is not removed, from where was it included that there 
is also an obligation to pour the oil? It is derived from meal offerings 
from which a handful is removed, where this halakha is stated 
explicitly. Therefore, the halakha with regard to meal offerings from 
which a handful is not removed is like the halakha with regard to 
those from which a handful is removed; just as there, the rite is 
valid when performed by a non-priest, so too here, the rite is also 
valid when performed bya non-priest. Rather, since Rava deflected 
Rav Nahman’s explanation of the opinion of Rabbi Shimon in the 
baraita, it is clear that the mishna is not in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reasoning of the Rabbis, who hold 
that the offering is fit even if the oil was poured by a non-priest? The 
verse states: “And he shall pour oil upon it and put frankincense 
upon it. And he shall bring it to Aaron’s sons, the priests; and he 
shall remove his handful” (Leviticus 2:1-2). From here it is derived 
that from the removal of the handful onward," the rites of the meal 
offering are solely the mitzva of the members of the priesthood. 
Therefore, this verse also teaches that the pouring of the oil and the 
mixing, rites performed before the removal of the handful, are valid 
even if they are performed by a non-priest. 


The Gemara asks: And what would Rabbi Shimon say in response? 
He would say that when it states: “Aaron’s sons, 


the priests,” the verse is interpreted as referring to the matter that 
precedes it and to the matter that succeeds it. Before mentioning 
the priests, the verse states the halakha of pouring the oil on the meal 
offering, and after mentioning the priests, it states the halakha of the 
removal of the handful. Therefore, a priest is required for each of 
these rites. 


The Gemara questions this explanation: And does Rabbi Shimon 
hold that a verse is interpreted as referring to the matter that pre- 
cedes it and to the matter that succeeds it? But isn’t it taught in a 
baraita: The verse states: “And the priest shall take of the blood of 
the sin offering with his finger and put it upon the corners of the 
altar” (Leviticus 4:34). The term “with his finger” is interpreted as 
referring to the term “and the priest shall take.” This teaches that 
the collection of the blood shall be performed only with the right 
hand, since the term “finger,’ when stated in the context of the sac- 
rificial rites, always is referring to the finger of the right hand. The 
term “with his finger” is also interpreted as referring to the term 


“and put it.” This teaches that the placing of the blood on the altar 


shall be performed only with the right hand." 
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The baraita continues: Rabbi Shimon said: But is the term hand 
stated with regard to the collection of the blood? Since the term 
hand is not stated with regard to the collection of the blood, 
only with regard to the placement of the blood, then even if 
the priest collected the blood with his left hand, the offering is 
fit. 


And Abaye said: Rabbi Shimon and the Rabbis disagree with 
regard to whether a verse is interpreted as referring to the mat- 
ter that precedes it and to the matter that succeeds it. The Rab- 
bis hold that the term “with his finger” is referring to both to the 
term “and the priest shall take” that precedes it, and the term “and 
put it” that succeeds it. And Rabbi Shimon holds that a verse is 
interpreted as referring to the matter that succeeds it, but is not 
interpreted as referring to the matter that precedes it. In that 
case, Rabbi Shimon’s opinion that the pouring of oil must be 
performed by a priest can no longer be ascribed to the opinion 
that the phrase “Aaron’s sons, the priests” should be interpreted 
as referring to the description of pouring the oil that precedes it. 


Rather, this is the reasoning of Rabbi Shimon: The verse states: 


“And he shall pour oil upon it and put frankincense upon it. And 


he shall bring it to Aaron’s sons, the priests” (Leviticus 2:1-2). 
He therefore employs the principle that the conjunction “and,” 
represented by the letter vav, adds to the previous matter, dem- 
onstrating that the rite of the pouring of the oil is to be performed 
by Aaron's sons, the priests. 


The Gemara asks: But does Rabbi Shimon hold that the letter 

vav adds to the previous matter? If that is so, then this would 

pose a problem with regard to that which is written: “And 

he shall slaughter the bull before the Lord, and Aaron’s sons, 
the priests, shall sacrifice the blood and sprinkle the blood” 
(Leviticus 1:5). The Sages infer from here that from the stage of 
the sacrificing of the blood, which begins with the collection of 
the blood, and onward, it is the mitzva exclusively of members 

of the priesthood. By inference, this teaches that the slaughter 

of the offering, which is performed earlier, is valid when per- 
formed by a non-priest." If according to the opinion of Rabbi 

Shimon the letter vav adds to the previous matter, if the slaugh- 
ter of the offering is performed by a non-priest, it should also 

be unfit. 


The Gemara answers: There, with regard to the slaughter of an 
offering, it is different, as earlier the verse states: “And he shall 
place his hands upon the head of the burnt offering; and it shall 
be accepted for him to make atonement for him. And he shall 
slaughter the bull before the Lord” (Leviticus 1:4-5), associating 
the placing of the hands on the head of an offering, which is 
performed by the owner of the animal, with the slaughter of the 
offering. Therefore, just as the placing of the hands" on the 
offering is performed by non-priests, so too, the slaughter of 
the offering is performed by non-priests. 


The Gemara asks: If there is a juxtaposition of the placing of the 
hands and the slaughter of the animals, why not also say that just 
as the placing of the hands on the offering is performed only by 
the owner of the animal, so too, the slaughter of the offering 
may be performed only by the owner of the animal? The Gemara 
answers: You cannot say that, due to an a fortiori inference from 
the halakha of the sprinkling of the blood: And just as the sprin- 
kling of the blood, which is the essential rite that enables the 
one who brings the offering to achieve atonement, does not 
require the owner to perform it, as the priests perform this rite 
on his behalf, with regard to the slaughter of the offering, which 
is not the essential rite that enables the one who brings the 
offering to achieve atonement, is it not all the more so clear that 
it does not need to be performed by the owner? 


HALAKHA 


The slaughter of an offering is valid when per- 
formed by a non-priest — %3 Pwd Tw Mw: The 
slaughter of an offering, even an offering of the most 
sacred order, may be performed ab initio by those 
disqualified to perform the sacrificial rites (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:1-2). 


The placing of the hands - 7339: Anyone may per- 
form the placing of the hands on his offering, except 
for a deaf-mute, an imbecile, a minor, a Canaanite 
slave, a woman, a blind person, or a gentile. The owner 
must perform the act himself, and not by means of 
an agent (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 3:8). 
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And he shall slaughter the bull of the sin 
offering which is for himself - nx pnw) 
b Wr NXwNT 39: With regard to the bull 
of the High Priest that is sacrificed on Yom 
Kippur, if it is slaughtered by a non-priest, the 
offering is fit, despite the fact that the verse 
states explicitly that it is to be slaughtered by 
Aaron. This is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rav and Rabbi Yohanan on Yoma 42a and 
43b (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 1:2). 


The waving of a nazirite - Yna ngua: If a 
nazirite does not perform the rite of waving 
his does not preclude him from partaking 
of wine or becoming impure due to a corpse. 
This is because the statement of Rav is pre- 
sented in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Eliezer in tractate Nazir (46a), whereas 
he halakha is actually in accordance with 
he opinion of the Rabbis who disagree with 
him there. According to the opinion of the 
Rabbis, once blood is sprinkled upon the 
nazirite from one of his offerings, it is per- 
mitted for him to partake of wine (Rambam 
Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 8:5, and see Kesef 
Mishne there). 


The four types of loaves that accompany 

the thanks offering - minaw myag: With 

regard to the four types of loaves that accom- 
pany the thanks offering, failure to bring any 

of the types prevents fulfill ment of the mitzva 

with the others (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 9:24). 


The four species that are used in the puri- 
fication process of the leper — p» Tya 
yiixiaaw: With regard to the four species 
that are used in the purification process of 
the leper, failure to bring any of the species 
prevents fulfillment of the mitzva with the 
others (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat 
Tzara‘at 11:1). 


Mnemonic — pap: Because the Talmud 
was studied orally for many generations, 
mnemonic devices were necessary to 
remember the order in which a series of 
halakhot were taught. 
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And if you would say that one cannot derive the possible from the 
impossible, and the owner may not sprinkle the blood as he is not a 
priest, but he may still be obligated to slaughter the animal, as this rite 
may be performed by a non-priest, the Merciful One revealed in the 
Torah in the context of the Yom Kippur service with regard to the High 
Priest: “And he shall slaughter the bull of the sin offering which is for 
himself” (Leviticus 16:11)." By inference, from the fact that the verse 
specifies that here the High Priest, who is the owner of the offering, 
must perform the slaughter, it is clear that usually the slaughter does 
not require the participation of the owner. 


§ Apropos the mishna’ list of rites that are not indispensable for the 
meal offering, the Gemara explains that Rav says: With regard to any 
sacrificial rite where the term law and statute are stated, they are stated 
only to teach that the absence of the performance of that rite invali- 
dates the offering. The Gemara comments: It enters our mind to say 
that the two terms are both required for this principle to be in effect, 
as it is written with regard to a red heifer: “This is the statute of the 
law” (Numbers 19:2). 


Before continuing its discussion of this principle, the Gemara presents 
a mnemonic’ for the questions that follow: Nun, tav, tzadi; yod, kuf, 
mem, lamed. They represent: Nazirite; thanks offering [toda]; leper 
[metzora]; Yom Kippur; offerings [korbanot]; meal offering [minha]; 
shewbread [lehem hapanim]. 


The Gemara asks: But what of the offering of a nazirite, about which 
it is written only “law,” as the verse states: “This is the law of the nazirite 
who vows, and of his offering to the Lord for his naziriteship, beside that 
for which his means suffice; according to his vow which he vows, so he 
must do after the law of his naziriteship” (Numbers 6:21), and yet Rav 
says that the lack of waving of the offering by a nazirite" invalidates 
the offering? The Gemara answers: There it is different, since it is 
written in the continuation of the verse: “So he must do,” and therefore 
it is considered as if the term statute were written with regard to it. 


The Gemara asks: But what of the thanks offering, about which it is 
written only “law,” as the verse states: “This is the law of the sacrifice of 
peace offerings” (Leviticus 7:11), and we learn in a mishna (27a) that 
with regard to the four types of loaves that accompany the thanks 
offering," failure to bring each of them prevents fulfillment of the 
mitzva with the others? The Gemara answers: The thanks offering 
is different, since it is juxtaposed in the Torah to the offering of a 
nazirite; as it is written in a verse describing the thanks offering: “With 
the sacrifice of his peace offerings for thanksgiving” (Leviticus 7:13), 
instead of simply stating: The sacrifice of his thanks offering. And the 
Master says: The term “his peace offerings” serves to include the 
loaves of the peace offering of the nazirite, to teach that the same 
halakhot apply to both. 


The Gemara asks: But what of the offering of a leper, about which it is 
written only “law,’ as the verse states: “This shall be the law of the leper’ 
(Numbers 14:2), and we learn in a mishna (27a) that with regard to the 
four species that are used in the purification process of the leper," 
i.e., cedar, hyssop, scarlet wool, and birds, failure to bring each of them 
prevents fulfillment of the mitzva with the others? The Gemara 
answers: There it is different, since it is written: “This shall be the law 
of the leper.’ Due to the added emphasis of the term “shall be,” it is 
considered as if the term statute were written with regard to it. 


» 


The Gemara asks: But what of Yom Kippur, about which it is written 
only “statute,” as the verse states: “And it shall be a statute for you 
forever” (Leviticus 16:29), and we learn in a mishna (27a) that with 
regard to the two goats of Yom Kippur, the absence of each goat pre- 
vents fulfillment of the mitzva with the other? Rather, it must be that 
Rav meant that wherever either the term law or the term statute is 
employed, this signifies that the rite is an indispensable requirement. 
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The Gemara questions this understanding of Rav’s statement: But 
what of the rest of the offerings, as the term “law” is written with 
regard to them, and yet failure to perform all of their different rites 
does not invalidate those offerings? The verse states: “This is the law 
of the burnt offering, of the meal offering, and of the sin offering, and 
of the guilt offering, and of the consecration offering, and of the 
sacrifice of peace offerings” (Leviticus 7:37). The Gemara answers: 
When the term law appears, it is still necessary for the term statute 
to appear, in order to teach that failure to perform the rites invalidates 
the offering. But when the term statute appears, it is not necessary 
for the term law to appear as well. The term statute is sufficient. 


The Gemara questions this explanation: But doesn’t Rav say: Wher- 
ever the terms law and statute appear? Apparently, both are neces- 
sary for his principle to apply. The Gemara answers: This is what Rav 
is saying: Even in a context where the term law is written, if the 
term statute is written as well, then yes, failure to perform the rites 
invalidates the offering; but if the term statute does not accompany 
the term law, then failure to perform the rites does not invalidate the 
offering. 


The Gemara questions this explanation: But what of the meal offer- 
ing, as the term “statute” is written with regard to it, as the verse 
states: “Every male among the children of Aaron may eat of it, as a 
statute forever” (Leviticus 6:11), and yet Rav says: With regard to 
every sacrificial rite of the law of the meal offering that the verse 
repeats, as the details of the meal offering are discussed in Leviticus, 
chapter 2, and again in Leviticus, chapter 6, it is repeated only to 
teach that the failure to perform that rite invalidates the offering? 
Doesn't this demonstrate that where the verse repeated the com- 
mand, then yes, failure to perform the rite invalidates the offering; 
but ifthe verse did not repeat it, then failure to perform the rite does 
not invalidate the offering, whether or not the term statute appears? 


The Gemara answers: There it is different, as when the term statute 
is written, it is written with regard to the eating of the meal offering 
rather than with regard to the sacrificial rites. 


The Gemara asks: But what of the shewbread, where when the term 
statute is written, it is written with regard to the eating of the 
shewbread, as the verse states: “And they shall eat it in a holy place, 
for it is most holy to him of the offerings of the Lord made by fire, a 
perpetual statute” (Leviticus 24:9), and we learn in the mishna 
(27a): With regard to the two arrangements of the shewbread, fail- 
ure to place each of the arrangements prevents fulfillment of the 
mitzva with the other. With regard to the two bowls of frankincense 
that accompany the shewbread, failure to place each of the arrange- 
ments prevents fulfillment of the mitzva with the other. With 
regard to the arrangements of the shewbread and the bowls of 
frankincense, failure to bring each of them prevents fulfillment of 
the mitzva with the other." 


Rather, it must be that anywhere that the term statute is written 
with regard to eating, it is written with regard to the entire matter, 
i.e., all the halakhot of the offering, and teaches that failure to perform 
the rites invalidates the offering. 


The Gemara answers: There, with regard to the meal offering, it is 
different, and it is only the rites that are repeated that are indispens- 
able, as the verse states: “Of its groats, and of its oil” (Leviticus 
2:16), rather than simply: Of the groats and oil, 


HALAKHA 


With regard to the arrangements and the bowls, failure to bring each of the bowls prevents fulfillment of the mitzva with the other. 
each of them prevents fulfillment of the mitzva with the other - With regard to the arrangements of the shewbread and the bowls 
TLD Mt pI pnan pT: With regard to the two arrangements of frankincense, failure to bring each of them prevents fulfillment of 
of the shewbread, failure to place each of the arrangements prevents the mitzva with the other. This is in accordance with the mishna on 
fulfillment of the mitzva with the other. With regard to the two bowls 27a (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 5:3). 

of frankincense that accompany the shewbread, failure to place 


ba 
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HALAKHA 


Service vessels used for liquids sanctify only 
the liquids - nba ms pwrpa nba 13: Service 
vessels used for liquids do not sanctify dry 
substances placed in them, and service ves- 
sels used to measure dry substances do not 
sanctify liquids placed in them. This is stated 
with regard to the vessels for liquids and dry 
substances that were found in the Temple, 
in accordance with the mishna in tractate 
Zevahim (88a). Cups sanctify dry substances 
as well as liquids, in accordance with the state- 
ment of Shmuel (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:19). 
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teaching that the groats and oil are indispensable, and nothing else is 
indispensable, despite the fact that the term statute appears. 


§ The Gemara discusses the matter itself: Rav says: With regard to every 
sacrificial rite of the meal offering that the verse in the Torah repeats, it 
is repeated only to teach that the failure to perform that rite invalidates 
the offering. And Shmuel says: Only the groats and oil are indispensable, 
and nothing else is indispensable. The Gemara asks: And according to 
Shmuel, is it true that even though a rite of the meal offering is repeated 
in another verse he does not deem it indispensable? 


Rather, Shmuel must agree that wherever the verse repeats a rite it is 
certainly understood to be indispensable; and here, Rav and Shmuel 
disagree with regard to the expressions “his handful” (Leviticus 2:2) and 
“with his hand” (Leviticus 6:8). As it is taught in a baraita: The verse states: 
“And he shall remove his handful,” and elsewhere it states: “And he shall 
take up from it with his hand.” The change in terminology between the 
two verses teaches that the priest should not use a utensil to measure an 
amount for the handful of a meal offering, but should use his hand. 


Rav holds that this halakha of using one’s hand and not a utensil is also 

repeated in another verse, as it is written in the context of Aaron’s service 

on the eighth day of the consecration of the Tabernacle: “And he pre- 
sented the meal offering; and he filled his hand from it” (Leviticus 9:17), 
demonstrating that the handful is removed by hand and not with a utensil. 
And Shmuel holds that we do not derive the halakha for all generations 

from a temporary situation. Therefore, using one’s hand is not indispens- 
able, as the general requirements of the rites of the meal offering cannot 
be derived from a verse referring to the meal offering that was sacrificed 

during the consecration of the Tabernacle. 


The Gemara asks: And does Shmuel not derive the halakha for all gen- 
erations from a temporary situation? But didn’t we learn in a mishna 
(Zevahim 88a): Service vessels used for the liquids sanctify only the 
liquids" placed in them, and service vessels used to measure dry sub- 
stances sanctify only the dry substances that are placed in them. But 
service vessels used for the liquids do not sanctify the dry substances 
placed in them, and service vessels used to measure dry substances do 
not sanctify the liquids placed in them. 


And Shmuel says concerning this mishna: They taught that halakha only 
with regard to service vessels used to measure liquids, e.g., wine or oil. But 
cups, which are used for collecting the blood of offerings, sanctify dry 
substances placed in them as well, as it is written with regard to the offer- 
ings of the princes during the inauguration of the Tabernacle: “One silver 
cup of seventy shekels, after the shekel of the Sanctuary; both of them 
full of fine flour mingled with oil for a meal offering” (Numbers 7:13), 
indicating that the cups were also fashioned for use with flour, a dry 
substance. In this case, Shmuel does derive the general halakha from a 
temporary situation, in this case the offerings of the princes. 


The Gemara answers: There, with regard to the offering of the princes, it 
is different, as the verse is repeated twelve times, once with regard to 
each and every prince. Therefore, Shmuel derives a halakha for all genera- 
tions from it. Nevertheless, generally speaking, the halakha for all 
generations cannot be derived from a temporary situation. 


The Gemara returns to discussing Rav’s statement that a rite is deemed 
indispensable if it is repeated in the verses. Rav Kahana and Rav Asi said 
to Rav: But what of bringing the meal offering to the corner of the altar, 
which is repeated in the verse, as it is stated: “And he shall bring it to the 
altar” (Leviticus 2:8); and it is not indispensable, as stated in the mishna 
(18a)? The Gemara elaborates: Where is it repeated? As it is written: “And 
this is the law of the meal offering: The sons of Aaron shall sacrifice it 
before the Lord, in front of the altar” (Leviticus 6:7). 
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The Gemara answers: That verse is not a repetition of the mitzva 
for the priest to bring the meal offering to the corner of the altar; 
rather, it comes only to establish the place for the meal offering 
and describe where it should be brought. As it is taught in a baraita: 
The verse states: “And this is the law of the meal offering. The sons 
of Aaron shall sacrifice it before the Lord, in front of the altar” 
(Leviticus 6:7). From the phrase: “Before the Lord,” one might 
have thought that the meal offering must be brought on the western 
side of the altar, which faces the Sanctuary and is therefore “before 
the Lord.” Therefore, the verse states: “In front of the altar,’ which 
is its southern side, where the priests ascend the ramp. 


The baraita continues: If the verse had merely stated: In front of the 
altar, one might have thought that the meal offering is brought only 
on the southern side of the altar, as just mentioned. Therefore, the 
verse states: “Before the Lord,” which indicates the western side. 
How can these texts be reconciled? The baraita answers: The priest 
brings it near on the southwest corner of the altar," opposite the 
edge of the corner of the altar, and that will suffice for him. 


The baraita continues: Rabbi Eliezer says: One might have thought 
that the verse presents the priest with the option that he may bring 
it on the western side of the corner or on the southern side of the 
corner. You say the following principle: Any time you find two 
verses, one of which fulfills itself and fulfills the other, and one 
of which fulfills itself and negates the other, we set aside the verse 
that fulfills itselfand negates the other, and we seize the verse that 
fulfills itself and fulfills the other. 


He explains: As, when you say to bring the meal offering “before 
the Lord,’ which indicates that it shall be brought on the western 
side, you have nullified the other part of the verse, which states to 
bring it “in front of the altar,’ which is on the southern side. But 
when you say to bring the meal offering “in front of the altar” and 
offer it on the southern side, you have also fulfilled the other part 
of the verse, which states to bring it “before the Lord” 


The Gemara asks: But if one brought the meal offering on the south- 
ern side, where have you fulfilled: “Before the Lord”? Rav Ashi 

said: This tanna, i.e., Rabbi Eliezer, holds that the entire altar 

stood in the northern part’ of the Temple courtyard. The southern 

side of the altar was aligned with the midpoint of the Temple court- 
yard, opposite the Holy of Holies, directly before the Lord. In any 

event, it can be seen in this baraita that the purpose of the verse: 

“The sons of Aaron shall offer it before the Lord, in front of the altar” 
is to establish the precise location where the meal offering is brought, 
and it does not serve as a repetition. 


The Gemara cites another objection to Rav’s statement that a rite of 
the meal offering is deemed indispensable if it is repeated in the 
verses. Rav Huna objects to this: But what of the placement of the 
salt on the handful of the meal offering before it is burned, which 
is not repeated in the verse, and yet it is still indispensable in its 
sacrifice? As it is taught in a baraita: The verse states: “It is an 
everlasting covenant of salt” (Numbers 18:19 ), teaching that there 
will be 


HALAKHA 


The priest brings it near on the southwest corner of the altar— the southwest edge of the corner of the altar. This is in accordance 


MIWA IT Awa: All meal offerings that are burned on the 
altar must be brought near the western side of the altar, opposite 


with the opinion of the first tanna (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 13:12). 


BACKGROUND 
The entire altar stood in the northern part - maa 
}i5¥a Mata: This diagram shows the position of the 
altar if it were situated entirely in the north of the 
courtyard. If so, its southern edge would have been 
positioned directly in front of the entrance to the 
Sanctuary. 


Altar situated entirely in the north 
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a covenant stated with regard to salt," ensuring that the offerings 
should always be salted; this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. 
Rabbi Shimon says: It is stated here: “It is an everlasting covenant 
of salt” (Numbers 18:19), and it is stated there, with regard to the 
reward given to Pinehas: 
hood” (Numbers 25:13). This teaches that just as it is impossible 
for the offerings to be sacrificed without the involvement of the 


“The covenant of an everlasting priest- 


priesthood, so too, it is impossible for the offerings to be sacri- 
ficed without salt. The baraita demonstrates that the rite of salting 
is an indispensable requirement, despite the fact that the rite is not 
repeated in the verses. 
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Rav Yosef said: Rav, who holds that the only sacrificial rites that are 
indispensable are the ones repeated in the verses, holds in accor- 
dance with the tanna of our mishna, who says: If one did not add 
salt, the meal offering is still fit. According to this tanna, adding salt 
is not indispensable. Abaye said to him: If that is so and you under- 
stand the mishna to be referring to a case where no salt is added at 


all, then you should also understand the mishna’s statement: Ifone 
did not pour the oil, as referring to a case where he did not pour 
oil at all. This cannot be, as the rite of pouring oil is repeated in the 
verses and is clearly indispensable. Rather, the mishna must be 
referring to a case where a priest did not pour oil onto the meal 
offering, but a non-priest did pour the oil. Here too, the tanna of 
the mishna means only that a priest did not add salt, but a non- 
priest did" add salt. If no salt is added, even this tanna holds that 
the meal offering is unfit. 


are gat by abun o>) 79 vox 
anata vax a 


Rav Yosef said to Abaye: But could it enter your mind that a non- 
priest would approach the altar to salt the handful of the meal 


offering? A non-priest may not enter the area near the altar. Since it 
is not conceivable that this would take place, it must be that when 
ruling that the meal offering is fit, the tanna of the mishna is referring 
to a case where the salt was never added. 


PA KPIT PI NPY YD N) 
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And if you wish, say instead that Rav holds that since with regard 
to the application of salt, the term “covenant” is written about it, 


itis considered as though it were repeated in another verse, as the 
term “covenant” teaches that it is an indispensable rite. 
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With regard to the question that was raised to challenge the state- 
ment of Rav, the Gemara asks: And is it correct that the application 
of salt is not repeated in the verse? But isn’t it written: “And every 
meal offering of yours you shall season with salt” (Leviticus 2:13)? 
The Gemara answers: That verse does not function as a repetition, 
since it is necessary for that which is taught in a baraita: Had the 


verse stated only: And every offering you shall season with salt," I 
would derive that this applies to even the wood and the blood, 
which are also termed: An offering. 


A covenant stated with regard to salt - nona TN ma: 
There is a positive mitzva to apply salt to all offerings before 
sacrificing them on the altar. One who sacrifices an offering 
that has not been salted is punished with lashes, although the 
offering is still fit. In the case of a meal offering, if the handful 
that is burned on the altar is not salted, the offering is unfit. 
This is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda that 
a covenant was made with regard to salt in the case of the 
meal offerings, rendering it indispensable, and in accordance 
with the Gemara’s explanation (Mahari Kurkus; Kesef Mishne). 
Alternatively, this is the halakha because the Rambam rules in 
accordance with the opinion of Abaye that the mishna, which 
rules that the meal offering is fit even if salt was not applied, is 
referring to a case where the salt was applied by a non-priest 
(Likkutei Halakhot, citing Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna). 


HALAKHA 


Other early commentaries rule that in the case of the meal 
offering, salt is not indispensable (Sefer Yere’im), in accordance 
with the straightforward understanding of the mishna on 18b 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 5:12 and Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 11:16). 


A priest did not add salt, but a non-priest did — 73 mba x 
pi Kby: Any offering that was salted by a non-priest is fit, in 
accordance with the mishna and the explanation of Abaye (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 11:7). 


Every offering you shall season with salt, etc. -’151 nona ay: 
Although there is a mitzva to apply salt to all offerings before 
offering them on the altar, the wine libations, blood, and wood 
do not require salt; see 20b (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei 
Mizbe‘ah 5:11; see Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 16:11). 
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To counter this, the verse states: “And every meal offering of yours,’ 
to teach that just as the meal offering is unique in that other items 

come as a requirement for it, as the wood is required for the burn- 
ing of the handful of the meal offering, so too any item that is unique 

in that other items come as a requirement for it requires the appli- 
cation of salt. By contrast, the wood and the blood do not require 

salting, as the wood itself requires no wood, and the blood is pre- 
sented on the altar and does not require wood. 


The baraita continues: If that logic is employed, one could say: Just 
as the handful of the meal offering that is burned is unique in that 
it permits the remainder of the meal offering to be eaten by the 
priests, and it requires salting, so too, any item that is unique in that 
it permits other items requires the application of salt. Accordingly, 
I will include blood in the obligation to be salted, as its presentation 
permits the offering to be sacrificed and eaten. To counter this, the 
continuation of the verse states: “Neither shall you suffer the salt 
of the covenant of your God to be lacking from your meal offering,” 
demonstrating that it cannot be lacking from the meal offering, but 
not from your blood. 


The baraita continues: One might have thought that the entire meal 

offering requires salting, including the remainder of the offering 

that is eaten by the priests. To counter this, the verse states: “And 

every meal offering [korban] of yours you shall season with salt” 
(Leviticus 2:13), teaching that the handful, which is burned as an 

offering [korban] on the altar, requires salting, but the entire meal 

offering [minha] does not require salting. 


And I have derived only that the handful of a meal offering requires 
salting. From where is it derived to include the frankincense, 
which is also burned on the altar, in the requirement to be salted? I 
include the frankincense due to the fact that it comes along with 
the handful in one vessel and is therefore included in the expression 
“offering.” 


From where is it derived to include in the requirement to be salted 
the frankincense that comes by itself as a separate offering? One 
may accept the obligation to bring an offering of frankincense to be 
burned on the altar. From where is it derived that this frankincense 
requires salting? Moreover, from where is it derived to include in 
the requirement to be salted the frankincense that comes in bowls 
together with the shewbread, and the incense? 


Moreover, from where is it derived in the requirement of salting in 

the case of the meal offerings from which a handful is not removed, 
i.e., the meal offering of priests," and the meal offering of the 

anointed priest that is brought every day by the High Priest, and 

the meal offering that accompanies the libations brought with 

burnt offerings and peace offerings? From where is it derived in the 

requirement of salting with regard to the sacrificial portions of the 

sin offering consumed on the altar, and the sacrificial portions of 
the guilt offering, and the sacrificial portions of the offerings 

of the most sacred order, and the sacrificial portions of the offer- 
ings of lesser sanctity, and the limbs of the burnt offering, and 

the bird burnt offering? From where is it derived that all these 

require salting? 


The meal offering of priests, etc. — 1D) D371 Mma: After removing 
the handful from the meal offering and sanctifying it by placing it 
in a service vessel, the priest adds frankincense and brings it to the 


HALAKHA 
the case of a meal offering of priests, he does not remove a handful. 
Rather, he salts and burns the entire offering on the fire of the altar 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 13:12). 


altar, where he applies salt and burns it on the fire of the altar. In 
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HALAKHA 
From where is it derived to include the frankincense — 
mian DX mab pan: Frankincense that is sacrificed by 
itself as a voluntary offering as well as the frankincense 
that comes in bowls together with the shewbread must 
be salted (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKor- 
banot 16:14 and Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 4:10). 
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The baraita continues: Therefore, the verse states: “You shall 
sacrifice salt with all your offerings” (Leviticus 2:13), demonstrat- 
ing that everything burned on the altar requires salting. From this 
baraita, it is apparent that the mitzva to apply salt is necessary in 
order to teach about the circumstances where salt is added, and 
therefore it cannot be used as an instance where the mitzva is 
repeated in order to teach that the rite is indispensable. 


§ The Gemara discusses the baraita cited above: The Master said: 
I have derived only that the handful of a meal offering requires 
salting. From where is it derived to include the frankincense," 
which is also burned on the altar, in the requirement to be salted? 
I include the frankincense, due to the fact that it comes along 
with the handful in one vessel and therefore is included in the 
expression “offering.” The Gemara asks: Why is this verse needed? 
But didn’t you state earlier that just as a meal offering is unique 
in that other items come as a requirement for it, as the wood is 
required for the burning of the handful of the meal offering, so too, 
anything that is unique in that other items come as a requirement 
requires the application of salt? Therefore, it is already known that 
the frankincense and all the other items require salting, since wood 
is required for their burning. 


The Gemara answers: When the tanna says: I have derived only 
that the handful of the meal offering requires salting, this is what 
he is saying: One might understand the verse “And every meal 
offering of yours you shall season with salt” (Leviticus 2:13) differ- 
ently and say the following exposition: The term “offering” that 
appears here is a generalization, while “meal offering” is a detail. 
According to the hermeneutical principles, in the case of a gener- 
alization and a detail, there is nothing in the generalization 
other than what is in the detail. Therefore, in the case of a meal 
offering, yes, it requires salting, but anything else does not require 
salting. From where, then, is the halakha of salting in all other cases 
derived? 


Therefore, the verse then states: “You shall sacrifice salt with all 
your offerings” (Leviticus 2:13), and it then generalized again, so 
that the verse includes a generalization, and a detail, and a gen- 
eralization, in which case according to the hermeneutical princi- 
ples you may deduce that the verse is referring only to items simi- 
lar to the detail. Just as the specified detail, i.e., the meal offering, 
is unique in that other items come as a requirement for it, so too, 
anything that is unique in that other items come as a requirement 
for it requires the application of salt. That is why the latter part of 
the verse is needed. 


The Gemara elaborates: What are the other items that come as a 
requirement for the meal offering? This is referring to the wood, 
as the wood is required for the burning of the handful of the meal 
offering. So too, the expression: Anything that is unique in that 
other items come as a requirement for it, is referring to anything 
that requires wood so that it may be burned on the altar. 


The Gemara asks: Why not say that the other items that come as 

a requirement for the meal offering is referring to the frankin- 
cense, which accompanies the meal offering, and therefore by 
means of the hermeneutical principle applying to a generalization, 
and a detail, and a generalization, include blood, which is accom- 
panied by libations? The Gemara answers: The libations are not 
considered to accompany the sprinkling of the blood; rather, they 
accompany the sacrificial portions that are burned on the altar. 
What is the reason? It is because the burning of the sacrificial parts 

and the pouring of the libations are the eating and drinking of the 

altar. The Gemara counters: On the contrary, the libations are 

considered to accompany the blood, since the atonement that is 

effected by the presentation of the blood is followed by the joy that 
is displayed in the libation of wine. 
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Rather, one must say that since the frankincense comes together 
with the meal offering in one vessel, while the blood is not brought 
together with the libations in one vessel, the blood is not compa- 
rable to the meal offering. But when it is explained that the expres- 
sion: The other items that come as a requirement for the meal offer- 
ing, is referring to the wood, this means that just as the meal 
offering is rendered fit by means of the wood, so too, all offerings 
are rendered fit by means of the wood. 


The Gemara asks: But why not say: Just as the item mentioned in 
the detail, i.e., the handful of the meal offering, is clearly defined 
as an item for which other items come as a requirement, and in 
addition it renders other items permitted, so too, anything that is 
unique in that other items come as a requirement for it and ren- 
ders other items permitted requires the application of salt. And 
what is included due to this derivation? Frankincense that comes 
in the bowls that are placed upon the shewbread, as it renders the 
bread permitted to be eaten. But every other item should not be 
included. 


The Gemara answers: It is apparent that all other items require only 
the factor of having other items come as a requirement for them to 
be considered similar to the meal offering. This is clear from the fact 
that in the case of blood, which is similar to the meal offering only 
in that it renders the offering permitted, it was necessary to teach 
that salt is not placed on blood, by means of the phrase: “Neither 
shall you suffer the salt of the covenant of your God to be lacking 
from your meal offering,” from which it is derived: But not from 
your blood. Had it been necessary for all items to have both aspects 
in common with the meal offering, there would be no need for 
a derivation to exclude blood. By inference, these other items 
derived from a meal offering are similar to it in one respect. 


§ The Gemara continues its discussion of the baraita: The Master 
said above: The verse states: “Neither shall you suffer the salt of the 
covenant of your God to be lacking from your meal offering,’ dem- 
onstrating that salt cannot be lacking from the meal offering, but 
not from your blood. The Gemara asks: But since the verse does 
not allude to blood explicitly, why not say that the verse teaches that 
salt cannot be lacking from your meal offering, but not from your 
limbs of the burnt offering that are sacrificed on the altar? 


The Gemara answers: It stands to reason that the limbs of a burnt 
offering should be included in the requirement to have salt applied, 
since they share many characteristics with a meal offering that blood 
does not. The Gemara presents a mnemonic for the characteristics 
that they share: Alef, shin, beit, nun; tet, mem, alef." These are a refer- 
ence to others [ aherim], fire [ishim], external [ bahutz], notar; ritual 
impurity [tuma], and misuse of consecrated property [me’ila]. 


In the case of the limbs of a burnt offering, other items come as a 
requirement for it, as is the halakha with regard to a meal offering. 
The burnt offering requires wood in order to be burned on the altar, 
which is not the case with regard to the blood. The limbs of the burnt 
offering are burned in the fire of the altar, as is the halakha with 
regard to a meal offering, whereas the blood is presented on the 
corners of the altar. The burnt offering is sacrificed on the external 
altar, as is the halakha with regard to a meal offering, as opposed to 
the blood, which is presented inside the Sanctuary in the cases of 
the bull and goat of Yom Kippur. It is prohibited to partake of its 
leftover [notar]? parts, as is the halakha with regard to a meal 
offering, which is not relevant to blood. 


It is prohibited to partake of a burnt offering while in a state of ritual 
impurity, as is the halakha with regard to a meal offering, which is 
not relevant to blood. It is subject to the halakhot of misuse of 
consecrated property,® as is the halakha with regard to a meal 
offering, which is not so with regard to the blood. 


NOTES 

Alef, shin, beit, nun; tet, mem, alef — %”nv 23K: 
Tosafot point out that the last letter of the mnemonic, 
alef, does not appear to stand for any point of compari- 
son between the limbs of the burnt offering and the 

meal offering. They cite Rabbeinu Tam’s explanation 

that the letter alef represents the first letter of the term 

food [okhel], since in contrast to blood, both the flour of 
the meal offering and the meat of the burnt offering are 

types of food (Shita Mekubbeizet). This serves as a point 
of comparison, despite the fact that the sacrificial limbs 

and the handful of the meal offering are burned and not 
eaten, as it is customary to salt food that is to be eaten. 


BACKGROUND 


Notar — 3nix: Any offering whose meat is eaten has a 
set time in the Torah for its consumption. For a thanks 
offering and a sin offering, for example, the meat may 
be eaten until the morning after its sacrifice; a peace 
offering may be eaten for two days. After the deadline 
has passed, the leftover meat is called notar, and it may 
not be eaten, nor may any benefit be derived from it. 
One who eats notar incurs the punishment of karet. 


Misuse of consecrated property — ayn: The halakhot 
of misuse of consecrated property are stated in the 
Torah (see Leviticus 514-16) and discussed in greater 
detail in tractate Meila. The basic principle is that one 
who derives benefit from consecrated property unwit- 
ingly, i.e. without the knowledge that it was conse- 
crated property, transgresses this prohibition. One who 
does so is obligated to bring an offering and to pay to 
he Temple the value of the item from which he derived 
benefit. In addition, he must pay an extra one-fifth of 
he value as a fine. In most cases, after one uses such 
an item it loses its consecrated status, which is trans- 
erred to the money that he pays to the Temple. The 
Torah does not discuss one who derives benefit from 
consecrated property intentionally. Therefore, such a 
person cannot atone for deriving benefit by sacrificing 
an offering or by paying the additional one-fifth of the 
value as a fine. 
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NOTES 

According to the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, 
wood requires the removal of a handful - !33 nad 
Typ pay oxy: The priest must first remove a handful 
of splinters from the logs and place them on the arrange- 
ment of wood on the altar (commentary attributed to 
Rashba, citing Rashi). Alternatively, he grinds up the wood 
into splinters and then removes a handful (Rashi on 106b; 
Shita Mekubbetzet). 
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The Gemara rejects this proof: On the contrary, blood should be 
included in the requirement to have salt applied, since it renders 
the offering permitted to be sacrificed and eaten, as is so with 
regard to the handful, which renders the remainder of the meal 
offering permitted to be eaten. In addition, blood becomes invalid 
at sunset and can no longer be sprinkled on the altar, as is the 
halakha with regard to the handful of a meal offering, whereas the 
limbs of the burnt offering may be sacrificed at any point during 
the night. The Gemara responds: These characteristics shared by 
the meal offering and the limbs of the burnt offering are more than 
those shared by the blood and the meal offering. 


Q The Gemara continues discussing the baraita: The Master said 
above: Had the verse stated only: And every offering you shall 
season with salt, I would derive that this applies to even the wood 
and the blood, which are also termed: An offering. Therefore, the 
verse states “and every meal offering of yours” (Leviticus 2:13), to 
teach that just as the meal offering is unique in that other items 
come as a requirement for it, so too, anything that is unique in that 
other items come as a requirement for it requires the application of 
salt. Therefore, the wood and the blood do not require salting, as 
in their case no other item is needed. The Gemara asks: Whom did 
you hear who says that the wood is termed an offering? It is Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi. But according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, doesn’t 
the wood in fact require salting? 


This is as it is taught in a baraita: The verse states: “And when one 

brings a meal offering [korban minha]” (Leviticus 2:1). The super- 
fluous word korban teaches that one can voluntarily give wood" 

as an offering for the altar. And how much wood must one bring if 
he does not specify an amount? Two logs. And the support for the 

fact that wood can be brought as a voluntary offering is from a verse, 
as the verse states: “And we cast lots for the wood offering” 
(Nehemiah 10:35). Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: This voluntary 

donation of wood is an offering like a meal offering, and therefore 

it requires salt and requires bringing to the corner of the altar, like 

a meal offering. 


And Rava says: According to the statement of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi, wood donated in this manner requires the removal of a 
handful," just as in the case of a meal offering, a portion of the 
wood must be removed and sacrificed separately. And Rav Pappa 
says that according to the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, 
since it is an offering for the altar, the wood that is brought as an 
offering needs to be placed on other wood to burn, like any other 
offering that is burned on wood on the altar. Apparently, this means 
that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who holds that the wood is termed an 
offering, also holds that it requires the application of salt, in contrast 
to the ruling in the baraita. 


The Gemara responds: Remove wood from the baraita here, as it 
is not excluded by the term “and every meal offering of yours.” The 
Gemara asks: But then, the phrase in the verse “and every meal 
offering of yours” is to exclude what? If it serves to exclude blood, 
this is derived from the continuation of the verse, which states: 

“From your meal offering,’ as explained in the continuation of the 
baraita. 


HALAKHA 


That one can voluntarily give wood — mxy patamaw: One a log of wood, he should bring one log. If he prefers, he may 
who says: It is incumbent upon me to bring wood to the altar, instead donate the value of the wood. This is in accordance with 
must bring no less than two logs of wood that are at least one the opinion of the Rabbis, and not that of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
cubit long and have the thickness of a level used for leveling a (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 16:13, and see 
mound of grain. If he said: It is incumbent upon me to bring Mahari Kurkus and Radbaz there). 
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The Gemara responds: Wood is removed from the baraita, and insert 
in its place wine libations,’ teaching that they do not require the 
addition of salt. As it is taught in a baraita: But the wine libations and 
the blood," and the wood and the incense, do not require salt. 


The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion is this baraita? 
Ifyou say it is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, 
the ruling of the baraita concerning wood is difficult, as the baraita 
rules that wood does not require salt, whereas Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
holds that wood does require salt. If you say it is the opinion of the 
Rabbis, the ruling of the baraita concerning incense is difficult, as 
they taught in the baraita on 20a that any item for which another 
item is necessary requires salt, and this includes the incense, which is 
burned with wood. 


The Gemara suggests: The baraita is in accordance with this following 
tanna, who explains the verse that was interpreted in the baraita in a 
different manner. As it is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yishmael, son of 
Rabbi Yohanan ben Beroka, says: The verse states: “And every meal 
offering of yours you shall season with salt” (Leviticus 2:13). Just as 
the specified detail, i.e., the meal offering, is an item that is suscep- 
tible to ritual impurity, and is brought on the fire of the altar, and 
is sacrificed on the external altar, so too, any item that is susceptible 
to ritual impurity, and is brought on the fire of the altar, and is 
sacrificed on the external altar requires salting. 


Therefore, wood is excluded, as it is not susceptible to ritual impu- 
rity. Wine and blood are excluded, as they are not brought on the 

fire of the altar but rather are sprinkled on the corner of the altar. The 

incense is excluded, as it is sacrificed not on the external altar but 

rather on the inner altar. 


The Gemara asks: But how can it be that according to all opinions, the 
reason that blood does not require salting is that the verse excluded 
blood, indicating that if not for that, I would say that blood requires 
salt? Once one salts the blood, it exits the category of blood, as 
Zeeiri says that Rabbi Hanina says: With regard to blood that one 
cooked," one does not transgress the prohibition against consuming 
blood by drinking it, since it no longer has the status of blood that is 
fit to be presented on the altar. And Rav Yehuda says that Ze’eiri says: 
With regard to blood that one salted, one does not transgress a 
prohibition by drinking it, since salted blood has the status of cooked 
blood. 


And similarly, Rav Yehuda himself says: With regard to the limbs of 
a burnt offering that one first roasted" and afterward brought them 
up to the altar, they do not constitute fulfillment of the requirement 
of the verse that an offering be “an aroma pleasing to the Lord” (Exo- 
dus 29:25). 


The Gemara answers: It is still necessary to derive that blood does not 
require salt, lest you say that the priest should sprinkle any amount 
of salt, even a minute quantity, on the blood, merely for the fulfillment 
of the mitzva, as such an amount would not render the blood as 
cooked. To counter this, the verse teaches us that blood requires no 
application of salt. 


§ The Gemara discusses the matter itself: Ze’eiri says that Rabbi 
Hanina says: With regard to blood that one cooked, one does not 
transgress a prohibition by drinking it. Rava was sitting and saying 
this halakha. Abaye raised an objection to him from a baraita 
(Tosefta, Karetot 2:19): If one curdled blood and consumed it, or in 
a case where one melted forbidden fat and swallowed it," even 
though he changed its form, he is liable. This demonstrates that even 
after its form is changed, the blood’s status remains unchanged. 


NOTES 

And insert in its place libations - m»3b2 boyy: 
The libations are also considered an offering, and 
they do not require any other item as a prerequisite 
since they are not poured on the flames of the altar 
but rather on the corner of the altar, from which they 
would descend into the drainpipes (see the mishna 
on Sukka 48a and the discussion on Sukka 49a). 


HALAKHA 


But the wine libations and the blood, etc. - 77 Sars 
"931 D7M: There is a positive mitzva to apply salt to all 
offerings, and nothing may be sacrificed on the altar 
without salt except for the wine libations, the blood, 
and the wood. One quarter-kav of salt of Sodom is 
added to the incense after its spices are crushed. This 
is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, and 
not in accordance with the baraita here (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 5:11, and see Hil- 
khot Kelei HaMikdash 2:3). 


Blood that one cooked - bwaw o7: According to 
the majority of the authorities, the consumption of 
cooked or salted blood is not prohibited by Torah law, 
in accordance with the statement of Ze’eiri accord- 
ing to the explanation of Josafot here. According to 
Rashi in tractate Hullin (109a) and the Rambam, it 
is prohibited by Torah law and is even punishable 
by karet (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot 
Assurot 6:6; Tur, Yoreh De‘a 76; Arukh HaShulhan, Yoreh 
Dea 67:5-6). 


The limbs of a burnt offering that one first 
roasted — yxw Dax: With regard to limbs that 
one first roasted and afterward took up to the altar, 
this does not constitute fulfillment of the require- 
ment that the offering must be sacrificed for a pleas- 
ing aroma (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 6:4). 


Where one melted forbidden fat and swallowed it - 
iyan Eva Dx AManw: With the exception of meat 
cooked in milk and prohibited mixtures of diverse 
kinds planted in a vineyard, one is liable for partaking 
of prohibited foods only if one eats them in a pleasur- 
able manner. Therefore, if one melted forbidden fat 
and then swallowed it while it was still hot, thereby 
burning his throat, he is not liable for consuming it 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 
14:11). 
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NOTES 


By means of a fire cannot return, by means of 
the sun can return - V17 Mana v1 xb VNA: 
Rashi explains that when congealed in the sun, 
blood can later become liquid again. By contrast, 
Tosafot Hitzoniyyot explain that Rava’s primary 
point is that the act of cooking the blood is what 
changes its status, and this does not apply when 
itis merely left in the sun and congeals. The Hazon 
Ish explains similarly. 


Perhaps here the baraita is certainly referring to 
the external sin offerings, etc. — (K2 °XT) xoy 
aani niyna: According to Rashi, Abaye is 
suggesting abandoning the distinction between 
blood that was congealed by means of fire and 
blood that was congealed by means of the sun. 
Zeeiri’s statement that one is not liable if the 
blood is cooked is then understood as referring to 
congealed blood of sin offerings that is sprinkled 
inside the Sanctuary. One is liable in the case of 
congealed blood of sin offerings brought on the 
external altar, since the blood is fit for effecting 
atonement. Similarly, one is liable in the case of 
congealed non-sacred blood. 

By contrast, Tosafot explain that Ze’eiri’s state- 
ment is not rejected, and according to all opinions 
cooked blood does not retain the status of blood. 
The distinction made by Rava and Rav Hisda 
between sin offerings brought on the external 
altar and sin offerings whose blood is sprinkled 
inside the Sanctuary applies only with regard to 
blood that was congealed by the heat of the sun. 

The early commentaries disagree with regard 
to the halakha, with the majority agreeing with 
Tosafot that everyone agrees with Ze’eiri, and 
cooked blood is prohibited only by rabbinic law 
(Yad David; see Encyclopedia Talmudit, under the 
entry: Blood). 


HALAKHA 

Blood, ink, etc. — 131 #977) O77: With regard to 
blood, ink, milk, honey, and sap, when they are dry 
they constitute an interposition, but while they 
are moist they do not. Blood that adheres to the 
skin, or to any surface, constitutes an interposition 
even when moist (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Mikvaot 2:2; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 198:15-16 
and Shakh there). 


LANGUAGE 
Tevonehu - mias: The root tav, beit, nun in its 
various conjugations appears rarely in the lan- 
guage of the tanna‘im, and therefore its origin and 
meaning is a matter of dispute in the Talmud. 
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Rava responded: This is not difficult, as here, Ze’eiri’s statement 
relates to a case where he curdled the blood by means of the fire, 
whereas there, in the case of the baraita, he curdled the blood by 
means of the sun. Blood curdled by means of a fire cannot return 
to its former state, so one is not liable, whereas blood curdled by 
means of the sun can return" to its former state, so one is liable. 


Abaye objected: But even when blood is curdled by means of the sun, 
let us say that since it was disqualified from being presented on the 
altar, it was disqualified, i.e., excluded, from the prohibition against 
consuming blood; as Rabbi Mani inquired of Rabbi Yohanan: With 
regard to blood that was congealed and one ate it, what is the 
halakha? Rabbi Yohanan responded: He is not liable; since it was 
disqualified from being presented on the altar, it shall be disquali- 
fied from the prohibition against consuming blood. Rava was silent 
and had no answer. 


Abaye said to him: Perhaps here the baraita is certainly referring to 
the blood of the external sin offerings,” which is sprinkled on the 
external altar in the Temple courtyard, whereas there Ze iri is refer- 
ring to the blood of the inner sin offerings, which is sprinkled inside 
the Sanctuary. 


Rava said to him: You have reminded me of a matter, as Rabbi 
Hisda says: With regard to blood that became congealed, if it is 
blood of the external sin offerings and one ate it, he is liable, as the 
Merciful One states in the Torah: “And the priest shall take of the 
blood of the sin offering with his finger, and place it upon the corners 
of the altar of burnt offering” (Leviticus 4:25), and congealed blood 
is suitable for taking and placing, as one can take the congealed 
blood and place it upon the altar. By contrast, if it is blood of the 
inner sin offerings and one ate it, he is exempt, as the Merciful One 
states in the Torah: “And the priest shall dip his finger in the blood, 
and sprinkle of the blood” (Leviticus 4:6), and this congealed blood 
is not suitable for dipping and sprinkling. 


And Rava himself says: Even if there was blood of the inner sin 

offerings and one ate it, he is liable, since blood corresponding to 

this blood is suitable to be placed on the altar in the case of the 

external sin offerings. Rav Pappa says: Therefore, according to the 

same reasoning, in the case of the blood of a donkey that became 

congealed and one ate it, he is liable, despite the fact that a donkey’s 

blood is not fit to be brought as an offering, since blood correspond- 
ing to this blood is suitable to be placed on the altar in the case of 
the external sin offerings. 


In the context of the halakhot of blood, Rav Giddel says that Ze’eiri 
says: Blood, whether moist or dry, interposes during ritual immer- 
sion. The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita (Tosefta, 
Mikvaot 6:9): With regard to blood, ink," honey, or milk on a per- 
son's skin, when they are dry, they interpose during immersion; but 
when they are moist, they do not interpose. The Gemara explains: 
This is not difficult; this statement of Rav Giddel is referring to a case 
where the blood adheres to the skin, as it has begun to congeal and 
therefore interposes. That baraita is referring to a case where the 
blood did not adhere and therefore does not interpose. 


§ The Gemara returns to its interpretation of the verse: “And every 

meal offering of yours you shall season with salt” (Leviticus 2:13), 
and asks: For what purpose does the expression “you shall season” 
come? The Gemara answers: It is written for that which is taught in 

a baraita: Had the verse stated only: And every meal offering of 
yours shall be with salt, one might have thought that the halakha is 

tevonehu,' a term that will be explained in the Gemara. Therefore, the 

verse states: “You shall season.” Conversely, had the verse stated 

only: “You shall season,” one might have thought that this obligation 

can be fulfilled by means of adding salt water. Therefore, the verse 

states “with salt.” 
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The continuation of the verse: “And you shall not omit [tashbit] 
salt from your meal offering,” teaches that one should bring salt 
that never rests [shovetet], i.e., it is found continuously. And what 
type of salt is this? This is referring to salt of Sodom. And from 
where is it derived that if one did not find salt of Sodom that he 
should bring salt of istrokanit, which is quarried from rock? The 
verse states immediately afterward: “With all your offerings you 
shall sacrifice salt” (Leviticus 2:13), in order to emphasize that you 
should sacrifice any type of salt; you should sacrifice salt from 
any place, even from a location outside of Eretz Yisrael; you should 
sacrifice salt even on Shabbat; and you should sacrifice salt even 
in a state of ritual impurity. 


The Gemara clarifies: What is the meaning of the term tevonehu? 
Rabba bar Ulla said: This is what the baraita is saying: One might 
have thought that one should mix into it [yitabonenu] large quan- 
tities of salt, just as one mixes straw [teven] into clay. Abaye said 
to him: If so, the baraita should have said: Yitabonenu, and not 
tevonehu. Rather, Abaye said: The baraita is saying that one might 
have thought one should form the addition of salt just as one 
builds a building [binyan], by adding layer upon layer. Rava said 
to him: If so, the baraita should have said: He should build it 
[yivnenu] and not tevonehu. Rather, Rava said: The baraita states: 
One might have thought tevonehu. 


The Gemara asks: What is meant by tevonehu? Rav Ashi said: One 
might have thought that one should infuse the entire offering with 
the taste of salt, just as understanding [bina]" infuses a person 


with wisdom. To counter this, the verse states: “You shall season.” 


How does he act? He brings the limb that is to be sacrificed on the 
altar and applies salt," and then turns it over and again applies 
salt, and brings it up to the altar. 


Abaye says: And one acts similarly before placing meat into a pot." 
If one wishes to cook meat and needs to salt it in order to extract 
its blood, it is sufficient to apply salt to both sides and let it sit until 
the blood drains. Then, after it is washed, the meat is ready to be 
cooked and eaten. 


- HALAKHA ~ 


He brings the limb and applies salt - ma woy nin vax wa: 
It is a mitzva to salt sacrificial meat properly, as one salts meat that 
is to be roasted, by applying salt to the underside of the limb. If 
one applied any minimal amount of salt, the meat is fit. This is in 
accordance with the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei 
Mizbe'a 5:11). 


Taste, just as understanding - 7225 oyy: According to Rashi 
and Tosafot, Rav Ashi explains that one might have thought that 
it is necessary to salt the meat heavily. Therefore, the verse states: 
“You shall season,’ teaching that it is not necessary to salt it heavily, 
as it is sufficient to simply apply salt to both sides. The majority of 
the commentaries maintain the opposite, that one might have 
thought that one had to apply only a small taste of salt, and the 


| NOTES - 


And one acts similarly before placing meat into a pot — 13) 
apap: Before cooking meat it is necessary to apply salt to it. One 
must scatter salt over the entire surface of the meat, on both sides. 
One must apply enough salt that one is unable to consume the 
meat, and there is no need to apply a greater amount of salt. This is 


in accordance with the statement of Abaye (Rambam Sefer Kedusha, 


Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 6:10; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 69:4, and 
see 76:1-2). 


term “you shall season” teaches that it is necessary to apply salt 
generously (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola; Arukh; Rabbeinu 
Tam). According to the second explanation, the continuation of the 
baraita, which states: One might have thought that this obligation 
can be fulfilled by means of salt water, is not meant as a leniency 
but rather as a stringency, i.e., that the salt must cover every part 
of the meat (Ritva on Hullin 12a). 


LANGUAGE 

Istrokanit — maypin: The Arukh explains that Istro- 
an is the name of a town. It apparently refers to the 
‘own Ostrakine, located on the border between Eretz 
Yisrael and Egypt. In the time of the Talmud it was a 
center for the production of salt; salt was harvested 
rom the sea brine there by means of evaporation 
of the water using the sun's heat. Others explain 
hat this refers to salt that comes from the region 
of Astrakhan, which is situated near the Caspian Sea. 
The sea itself is a saline lake, and many minerals are 
ound there, including salt. 


BACKGROUND 

Salt of Sodom and salt of istrokanit - naitD nba 
Dapimpyt: The geonim explain the word Sodom lit- 
erally, as meaning salt extracted from Mount Sodom, 
near the Dead Sea, a mountain made almost entirely 
of rock salt. This salt, which is crystallized and hard 
as stone, remains noticeable when added to food. 
Istrokanit salt is produced by drawing seawater into 
ponds and then evaporating the water in the sun. In 
ancient times such salt was moist and far more brittle 
than salt extracted from stone. 


Salt cave at Mount Sodom 
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HALAKHA 


Salt that is on the limb of an offering - byw roa 
ANT 224: With regard to salt that is on the limb 
of an offering, one who derives benefit from it 
is liable for misuse of consecrated property, but 
in the case of salt that is on the ramp or at the 
top of the altar, one who benefits from it is not 
liable for misuse of consecrated property. This is in 
accordance with the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Me‘ila 8:7). 


About the salt and about the wood - nban by 
DyyT byy: The court instituted an ordinance con- 
cerning the salt and wood in the Temple that the 
priests may use them in eating their portions of the 
offerings (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Meiila 8:6). 


In three locations, etc. — ^3) ninipa mwa: 
Salt was found in three locations in the Temple: 
In the Chamber of the Salt, where the hides of 
sacrificial animals were salted; on the ramp, where 
the sacrificial limbs were salted; and at the top 
of the altar, where the handful of the meal offer- 
ing, the frankincense, the meal offerings that are 
entirely burned, and the bird burnt offering were 
salted. This is in accordance with the baraita. The 
Rambam does not mention the salting of the 
incense, since this was performed when the 
incense was prepared (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hil- 
khot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 5:13, and see Radbaz there). 


Locations of salt 
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The Sages taught in a baraita (Tosefta 6:4): With regard to salt that 
is on the limb of an offering," one who derives benefit from it is 
liable for misuse of consecrated property," but in the case of salt that 
is on the ramp or that is on top of the altar,” one who derives 
benefit from it is not liable for misuse of consecrated property. And 
Rav Mattana said: What is the verse from which it is derived that 
the salt found upon a sacrificial limb is subject to the halakhot of 
misuse of consecrated property? The verse states: “And you shall 
sacrifice them before the Lord, and the priests shall cast salt upon 
them, and they shall offer them up for a burnt offering to the 
Lord” (Ezekiel 43:24). In this verse, the limbs, together with the salt, 
are termed a burnt offering, and therefore the salt on the limb is also 
subject to the halakhot of misuse of consecrated property. 


With regard to the halakha that salt is not subject to the halakhot of 
misuse of consecrated property, we learned in a mishna elsewhere 
(Shekalim 7:7): The court instituted an ordinance about the salt and 
about the wood" in the Temple to the effect that the priests may 
derive benefit from them. Shmuel says: They taught only that the 
priests may derive benefit from the salt for use on their offerings, 
but not for eating it. 


The Gemara comments: It enters our mind to say: What did 
Shmuel mean by the expression: For use on their offerings? He 
meant that the priests were permitted to salt their personal offer- 
ings. And when Shmuel states that for the purpose of eating it is 
not permitted for the priests to derive benefit from the salt, he is 
referring to adding salt when eating the meat of sacrificial animals, 
e.g., the portions of the sin offering and guilt offering that are given 
to the priests. The Gemara challenges this explanation: Now, if we 
give the priests salt in order to salt the hides of sacrificial animals 
that are given to the priests to keep, so that they can process them, 
is it reasonable to rule that we do not give them salt in order to add 
it when they eat the meat of sacrificial animals? 


The Gemara explains its challenge: As it is taught in a baraita 
( Tosefta 6:2): You are found to be saying that the salt is placed in 
three locations" in the Temple: In the Chamber of the Salt, and 
on the ramp, and on top of the altar. It is placed in the Chamber 
of the Salt, since the priests salted there the hides of sacrificial 
animals that are given to them. It is placed on the ramp, since the 
priests salted there the sacrificial limbs. It is placed on top of the 
altar, since the priests salted there the handful of the meal offering, 
the frankincense, the incense, the meal offering of priests, the 
meal offering of the anointed priest, the meal offering that accom- 
panies the libations, and the bird burnt offering. Evidently, it was 
permitted for the priests to add salt to their portions of sacrificial 
meat. 


NOTES 


Liable for misuse of consecrated property — povin: If one acci- 
dentally derives benefit from consecrated property, he must return 
the value of his benefit, along with an additional one-fifth of its 
value. He also must bring a guilt offering for unwitting misuse of 
consecrated property. 


Salt that is on the ramp or that is on top of the altar - vas byw 
nan by iwaw waa: As the Gemara explains, these are locations 
where the offerings were salted. Rashi explains that the baraita is 
referring to salt that was applied to sacrificial limbs and fell off after 
the salting. Since it is no longer fit to salt with, it is not returned to 
the altar, and one who derives benefit from it is not liable for misuse 
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of consecrated property. By contrast, if the limbs of a burnt offer- 
ing fall from the altar they are returned to it, and one who derives 
benefit from them is liable for misuse of consecrated property (see 
Zevahim 108a). 

Some commentaries raise objections to Rashi’s explanation, and 
explain that the baraita is referring to salt that is left at these loca- 
tions for the purpose of being used for salting. Although this salt 
belongs to the Temple treasury and ostensibly one who benefits 
from it should be liable for misuse of consecrated property, the court 
instituted an ordinance permitting the priests to make use of salt, as 
the Gemara explains later (Keren Ora; Sefat Emet). 
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The Gemara suggests a different explanation of Shmuel’s statement: 
Rather, what did Shmuel mean by the expression: For use on their 
offerings? He meant that it is permitted for the priests to add salt 
when they eat the meat of their offerings, e.g., the portions of the 
guilt offerings and sin offerings that are given to the priests, as well 
as when they eat the remainder of the meal offering. And what is 
meant when Shmuel states that for the purpose of eating it is not 
permitted for the priests to derive benefit from the salt? He is 
referring to using the salt for the purpose of eating non-sacred food. 


The Gemara objects: Isn't it obvious that the salt is not to be eaten 
with non-sacred food? What would non-sacred food be doing there 
in the Temple courtyard? The Gemara answers: Even though the 
Master says in the baraita that the verse stated with regard to the 
meal offering: “And that which is left of it Aaron and his sons shall 
eat” (Leviticus 6:9), teaching that the priests shall eat non-sacred 
food and teruma along with the remainder of the meal offering" so 
that the remainder of the meal offering will be eaten in a manner 
that the priest will be satiated when he finishes eating it, demonstrat- 
ing that non-sacred food may be brought to the Temple courtyard, 
even so we do not give them consecrated salt." 


Ravina said to Rav Ashi: So too, it is reasonable to explain that 

Shmuel’s explanation of the mishna in Shekalim is that the ordinance 

of the court permitted the priests to eat the salt with sacrificial foods. 
As, if it enters your mind to say: What did Shmuel mean by the 

expression: For use on their offerings? He meant that the priests 

were permitted to salt their personal offerings; then one must extrap- 
olate from the mishna that the reason this is permitted is that the 

court stipulated that it should be, but had the court not stipulated 

this, it would not be permitted. That cannot be, as now that we give 

salt to Israelites to salt their offerings, will we not give salt to priests 

for the same purpose? 


As it is taught in a baraita that we provide salt for the offerings of 
Israelites: One might have thought that one who says: It is incum- 
bent upon me to bring a meal offering, must bring salt from his 
home, i.e., his own salt, to salt the handful that is burned on the altar, 
just as he brings frankincense from his home for his meal offering. 
And this would seem to be a logical inference: It is stated in the 
Torah that one shall bring a meal offering, and it is stated that one 
shall bring salt, as it is written: “And every meal offering of yours you 
shall season with salt” (Leviticus 2:13); and it is stated that one shall 
bring a meal offering, and it is stated that one shall bring frankin- 
cense. Therefore, just as one brings frankincense from his home, 
as it is written: “And put frankincense on it. And he shall bring it to 
Aaron’s sons the priests” (Leviticus 2:1-2), so too, one must bring 
salt from his home. 


Or perhaps, go this way: It is stated in the Torah that one shall bring 
a meal offering and that one shall bring salt, and it is stated that 
one shall bring a meal offering and that one shall bring wood, as 
the meal offering cannot be burned on the altar without the wood. 
Therefore, just as the wood comes from communal supplies, so too, 
the salt shall come from communal supplies." 


The baraita continues: Let us see to which salt is more similar, i.e., 
which comparison seems more reasonable: We derive the halakha 
of salt, which is a matter that applies to all offerings, from the hala- 
kha of wood, which is also a matter that applies to all offerings. And 
do not let the halakha of frankincense prove otherwise, as it does 
not apply to all offerings, only to the meal offerings. 


Or perhaps, go this way: We derive the halakha of salt, which is a 
matter that accompanies the meal offering in one vessel, from the 
halakha of frankincense, which is also a matter that accompanies 
the meal offering in one vessel. And do not let the halakha of wood 
prove otherwise, as it does not accompany the meal offering in one 
vessel. 
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HALAKHA 

The priests shall eat non-sacred food and 
teruma along with it — mar pin may 3N: 
If the portion of the offering given to the priests 
contains only a small amount of meat, the priests 
should eat non-sacred food and teruma with it 
so that they will be satiated. The halakha is the 
same with regard to the remainder of the meal 
offering. This is in accordance with the baraita 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKor- 
banot 10:11). 


We do not give them consecrated salt — nba 
amd vam xb owapt: It is prohibited for the 
priests to use consecrated salt when eating non- 
consecrated food, in accordance with Gemara’s 
interpretation of Shmuel’s statement (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me’ila 8:6). 


Salt shall come from communal supplies — 
nyy bwn n: The salt that is used on offerings 
comes from communal supplies, and an indi- 
vidual does not bring his own salt, in accordance 
with the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Issurei Mizbe‘ah 5:13). 
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HALAKHA 


Any priest who does not contribute his shekel, etc. — 
aabpw xy abe: The priests are obligated to give 
the half-shekel like all Jews, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 1:7). 
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The baraita continues: The verse states: “It is an everlasting cove- 
nant of salt” (Numbers 18:19), and there, with regard to the shew- 
bread, it states: “It is from the children of Israel, an everlasting 
covenant” (Leviticus 24:8); Therefore, just as the phrase written 
there: “From the children of Israel, an everlasting covenant,’ means 
that it is brought from communal supplies, as the shewbread is a 
communal offering, so too here, the verse that speaks of the everlast- 
ing covenant of salt means that the salt is brought from communal 
supplies. Evidently, salt is provided for offerings of Israelites, and 
should likewise be provided for the offerings of priests. Accordingly, 
there would have been no need for the court to permit the priests to 
salt their offerings, and it must be that the ordinance of the court 
permitted the priests to use salt when eating sacrificial foods. 


Rav Mordekhai said to Rav Ashi: This is what Rav Sheisha, son of 
Rav Idi, says: The initial understanding of Shmuel’s interpretation 
of the mishna is correct, i.e., that the ordinance of the court permit- 
ted the priests to salt their offerings; and the ruling of the mishna is 
necessary only according to the opinion of ben Bukhri, who holds 
that priests are not obligated to contribute a yearly half-shekel to 
purchase the communal supplies. 


As we learned in a mishna (Shekalim 1:4): Rabbi Yehuda said that 
ben Bukhri testified in Yavne: Any priest who contributes his 
shekel is not considered a sinner, despite the fact that he is not 
obligated to do so. Rabbi Yehuda added that Rabban Yohanan ben 
Zakkai said to ben Bukhri: That is not the case; rather, any priest 
who does not contribute his shekel" is considered a sinner, as they 
are obligated in this mitzva like all other Jews. But the priests who 
do not contribute the shekel interpret this following verse to their 
own advantage in order to excuse themselves from the mitzva. 


The verse states: “And every meal offering of the priest shall be 
wholly made to smoke; it shall not be eaten” (Leviticus 6:16). 
Those priests claim as follows: Since the omer offering and the two 
loaves," i.e., the public offering of two loaves from the new wheat, 
brought on the festival of Shavuot, and the shewbread placed on the 
Table in the Sanctuary each Shabbat, which are all meal offerings, are 
ours, then if we contribute shekels we will have partial ownership 
of these communal offerings, as they are purchased with the shekels. 
How, then, can they be eaten? They would then be regarded as 
priests’ meal offerings, which must be wholly burned. 


The Gemara clarifies: But according to the opinion of ben Bukhri, 
why is a priest who contributes a half-shekel not considered a sinner? 
Since he is not obligated to bring it ab initio, when he brings the 
half-shekel he is also a sinner, since he is causing the bringing ofa 
non-sacred item into the Temple courtyard. He is not contributing 
the half-shekel as part of the communal offering, as he is exempt 
from this obligation. Therefore, his donation is the donation of an 
individual, and a communal offering cannot be brought on behalf 
of an individual. His donation should disqualify all offerings brought 
from the communal funds. The Gemara answers: The priest brings 
and transfers the half-shekel to the community, so it is considered 
part of the communal funds. 


The Gemara states the relevance of the opinion of ben Bukhri to the 
statement of Shmuel: According to the opinion of ben Bukhri it 
might enter your mind to say that 


NOTES 


Since the omer offering and the two loaves, etc. - wiy) Soci tor, which may be eaten (Jerusalem Talmud, Shekalim 1:3). Rashi in 
o>) onda mwa: The Rabbis hold that there is a distinction between _ tractate Arakhin (4a) explains that in the case of communal offer- 
the meal offering of an individual priest, which may not be eaten, ings the majority of the contributors are Israelites, and therefore it 
and a communal meal offering of which the priest is one contribu- is not considered a meal offering of priests. 
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when the Merciful One granted the Jewish people the right to use 
the salt when eating their offerings, he granted this to Israelites, 
who have an obligation to donate their half-shekels to the chamber, 
as this fund supplies the salt that is applied to the offerings. With 
regard to the priests, who do not have an obligation to donate their 
half-shekels to the chamber, the Merciful One did not grant them 
the right to make use of the salt. To counter this, the mishna in 
tractate Shekalim teaches us that the court granted to the priests 
the right to use the salt when eating their offerings. 


The Gemara asks: And with regard to the wood, concerning which 
it is obvious to the tanna of the baraita that it is brought from 
communal supplies, from where do we derive this halakha? The 
Gemara answers: As it is taught in a baraita: One might have 
thought that one who says: It is incumbent upon me to bring a 
burnt offering, must bring wood from his home on which the 
burnt offering will be sacrificed, just as he brings libations from 
his home along with a burnt offering (see Numbers, chapter 15). 
Therefore, the verse states with regard to the burnt offering: “On 
the wood that is on the fire which is upon the altar” (Leviticus 
1:12); the Torah juxtaposes the wood to the altar, teaching that just 
as the altar was built from communal funds, so too, the wood and 
fire are brought from communal supplies." This is the statement 
of Rabbi Elazar bar Rabbi Shimon. 


The baraita continues: Rabbi Elazar ben Shammua says: Just as 
the altar was not used by an ordinary person, as it was built for 
the purpose of serving as an altar for God, so too, the wood and 
fire should not have been used previously by an ordinary person," 
so one does not bring the wood from his home. The Gemara asks: 
What is the difference between the two opinions? The Gemara 
answers: The difference between the two is whether there is a 
requirement that the wood be new," i.e., that it had never been 
used. According to the opinion of Rabbi Elazar bar Rabbi Shimon, 
the wood is fit provided that it comes from communal supplies, 
even if it is not new wood, whereas according to Rabbi Elazar ben 
Shammua it must be new wood. 


The Gemara asks: And is it in fact the halakha that old, i.e., previ- 
ously used, wood is not fit to be burned on the altar? But isn’t it 
written: “And Araunah said to David: Let my lord the king take 
and offer up what seems good to him; behold the oxen for the 
burnt offering, and the threshing instruments [morigim] and 
the equipment of the oxen for the wood” (11 Samuel 24:22)? 
Despite the fact that the threshing instruments and equipment of 
the oxen have been used previously, apparently they are fit to be 
used when offering a burnt offering. The Gemara answers: Here 
too, the verse is speaking of new instruments and equipment that 
had not been previously used. 


HALAKHA 


The wood and fire are brought from communal supplies — vessels. This is based on the Josefta, Megilla 2:16 (Rambam Sefer 


nay wn wrx) D¥Y: An individual does not bring his own wood 
when bringing an offering. This is in accordance with the baraita 
and the statement of Rabbi Elazar bar Rabbi Shimon, as even Rabbi 
Elazar ben Shammua does not disagree with him (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe‘ah 5:13). 


Should not have been used previously by an ordinary person — 
biTT a wanwa Kow: The Temple service vessels should be built 
for the express purpose of serving as consecrated vessels. If they 
were built for an ordinary purpose, they may not be used as sacred 


Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 1:20). 


Whether there is a requirement that the wood be new - nm: 
Wood salvaged from a demolished building is permanently unfit; 
only new wood, i.e., wood that had never been used for any other 
purpose, is fit for arrangement upon the altar. This is in accordance 
with the Tosefta (9:14) and the opinion of Rabbi Elazar ben Sham- 
mua (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe'ah 6:2, and see 
Lehem Mishne there). 
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LANGUAGE 


Turbal - baw: Apparently from the Greek 
tpiPoro<, tribolos, which can mean sledge or 
threshing board, i.e., a heavy wooden board with 
notches or spikes on its underside. When this 
board is dragged by an animal over grain on the 
threshing floor, the grain kernels are separated 
from the stalks. 


Threshing board 


Serrated [kurkesa] — xppp: The word kurkesa 
apparently originates in the Greek kipkos, kirkos, 
or Kpikos, krikos, meaning circle, circular object, 
or ring. Among its meanings is a wheel used 
for threshing. 


Illustration of wheeled threshing sledge from the mishnaic 
period 
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Tangentially, the Gemara asks: What is the meaning of the term 
morigim mentioned in this verse? Ulla said: It is a turbal' bed. 
This was not a known expression in Babylonia, so the Gemara asks: 
What is a turbal bed? Rav Yehuda said: It is referring to a serrated 
[dekurkesa]' board that the threshers use for threshing, which is 
dragged over the grain by an animal in order to separate the kernels 
from the stalks. Rav Yosef said: What is the verse from which the 
meaning of morigim is derived? It is the verse that states: “Behold, I 
have made you a new threshing sledge [morag] having sharp teeth; 
you shall thresh the mountains” (Isaiah 41:15). 


MI S HNA If a handful of one meal offering, which is to be 


burned on the altar, was intermingled" with a 
handful of another meal offering, or with the meal offering of priests, 
or with the meal offering of the anointed priest, i.e., the High Priest, 
or with the meal offering of libations accompanying burnt offerings 
and peace offerings, all of which are burned in their entirety on the 
altar, it is fit for sacrifice, and the mixture is burned on the altar. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: If the handful was intermingled with the meal 
offering of the anointed priest, or with the meal offering of libations, 
the mixture is unfit because with regard to this, the handful from the 
standard meal offering, its mixture is thick, one log of oil mixed with 
a tenth of an ephah of flour, and with regard to that, the meal offering 
of the anointed priest and the meal offering of libations, its mixture is 
loose, three log of oil mixed with a tenth of an ephah of flour. And the 
mixtures, which are not identical, absorb from each other, increasing 
the amount of oil in the handful and decreasing the amount of oil in 
the meal offering of the anointed priest or the meal offering of libations, 
thereby invalidating both. 


G E M ARA We learned in a mishna there (Zevahim 77b): 


In the case of blood of an offering fit for sacri- 
fice that was mixed" with water, if the mixture has the appearance of 
blood, it is fit for presenting on the altar, even though the majority of 
the mixture is water. If the blood was mixed with red wine, one views 
the wine as though it were water. If that amount of water would leave 
the mixture with the appearance of blood, it is fit for presentation. 
Likewise, if the blood was mixed with the blood of a non-sacred 
domesticated animal or the blood of a non-sacred undomesticated 
animal, one considers the blood as though it were water. Rabbi 
Yehuda says: Blood does not nullify blood. Therefore, the priest 
presents the blood of the mixture on the altar regardless of the ratio of 
sacred to non-sacred blood. 


Rabbi Yohanan says: And both the the first tanna and Rabbi Yehuda 
derived their opinions from one verse. With regard to the sacrificial 
rites performed by the High Priest on Yom Kippur, the Torah teaches 
that after sprinkling of the blood of the bull and of the goat separately 
between the staves of the Ark and on the Curtain, the blood of the two 
animals is mixed together and presented on the golden altar inside the 
Sanctuary. The verse states: “And he shall take of the blood of the bull 
and of the blood of the goat and put it on the corners of the altar’ 
(Leviticus 16:18). It is a known matter that the blood of the bull is 
more than the blood ofa goat. Why then is the blood of the goat not 
nullified? Rabbi Yohanan explains: The Rabbis, i.e, the first tanna, 
hold: 


> 


If a handful of one meal offering was intermingled — ayap IW): 
If the handful of one meal offering was intermingled with a handful 
of another meal offering, the two are burned together and the meal 
offerings are fit. Similarly, if the handful of one meal offering was 
intermingled with the meal offering of priests, the meal offering of 
the anointed priest, or with the meal offering of libations accompany- 
ing burnt offerings and peace offerings, the mixture is fit for sacrifice, 
because all of these offerings are burned in their entirety on the altar. 
This is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer 


Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 11:28). 
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HALAKHA 


Blood of an offering that was mixed - a3wnaw O71: In a case where 
water fell into a cup of the blood of an offering, if the mixture retains 
the appearance of blood, it is fit. If wine or non-sacred blood fell 
into a cup of the blood, the wine or non-sacred blood is viewed 
as though it were water. If that amount of water would cause the 
mixture to not have the appearance of blood, then the mixture is unfit 
for presentation. If that amount of water would leave the mixture with 
the appearance of blood, it is fit for presentation. This is in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis in the mishna in tractate Zevahim (77b) 
and with the statement of Rabbi Yohanan there (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 2:22). 
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From here it is learned that with regard to a mixture of items that 
ascend to the altar, e.g., the blood of the bull and the goat, the dif- 
ferent components of the mixture do not nullify one another. And 
Rabbi Yehuda holds: From here it is learned that any substance in 
contact with the same type of substance is not nullified. 


The Gemara examines Rabbi Yohanan’s explanation of the dispute 
between the Rabbis and Rabbi Yehuda. With regard to the first part 
of his explanation, that the Rabbis hold: From here it is learned 
that with regard to a mixture of items that ascend to the altar the 
different components of the mixture do not nullify one another, 
the Gemara suggests: But perhaps the blood of the goat is not nul- 
lified when mixed with the blood of the bull due to the fact that it 
is a substance in contact with the same type of substance. 


The Gemara answers: Had the verse taught us this halakha by using 
an example of a substance in contact with the same type of sub- 
stance, and not taught us a case of a mixture of items that ascend 
to the altar, the verse would be interpreted as you said. But now that 
the verse taught us this halakha through a case of a mixture of items 
that ascend to the altar, it is understood that the reason it is not 
nullified is due to the fact that it is part of a mixture of items that 
ascend to the altar, not because the substances are of the same type. 


The Gemara suggests: But perhaps it is not nullified until both cri- 
teria are met, and unless the mixture is both a substance in contact 
with the same type of substance and a mixture of items that ascend 
to the altar, one nullifies the other. The Gemara concedes: This is 
difficult. 


With regard to the second part of Rabbi Yohanan’s explanation: And 
Rabbi Yehuda holds: From here it is learned that any substance 
in contact with the same type of substance is not nullified, the 
Gemara suggests: But perhaps the blood of the goat is not nullified 
when mixed with the blood of the bull due to the fact that it is a 
mixture of items that ascend to the altar. 


The Gemara answers: Had the verse taught us this halakha by using 

an example of a mixture of items that ascend to the altar where the 
substance is in contact with a different type of substance, the verse 
would be interpreted as you say. But now that the verse taught us 
this halakha in a case of a substance in contact with the same type 
of substance, it is understood that the reason it is not nullified is due 
to the fact that it is a substance in contact with the same type of 
substance. 


The Gemara suggests: But perhaps it is not nullified until both cri- 
teria are met, and unless the mixture is both a substance in contact 
with the same type of substance and a mixture ofitems that ascend 
to the altar, one nullifies the other. The Gemara concedes: This is 
difficult. 


The Gemara raises another objection to the explanation of Rabbi 
Yohanan: We learned in the mishna here that Rabbi Yehuda says: 
If the handful was intermingled with the meal offering of priests, 
with the meal offering of the anointed priest, or with the meal 
offering of libations, the mixture is unfit because with regard to 
this, the handful from the standard meal offering, its mixture is 
thick, and with regard to that, the meal offering of the anointed 
priest and the meal offering of libations, its mixture is loose. And 
the mixtures, which are not identical, absorb from each other, 
invalidating both. The Gemara asks: But when the mixtures absorb" 
from each other, what of it? This is a case of a substance in contact 
with the same type of substance," and therefore neither oil nullifies 
the other and both should be sacrificed on the altar. 


NOTES 


We learned in the mishna here that Rabbi 
Yehuda says...but when the mixtures absorb, 
etc, -191 niya Dis MIM 2) PA: Despite 
the fact that the handful absorbs some of the oil 
of the meal offering of libations or the meal offer- 
ing of the priests, since this oil is not nullified it is 
viewed as though it were still a part of the meal 
offering of libations (Commentary attributed to 
Rashba; Hok Natan; Rabbi Akiva Eiger; Rashash). 


HALAKHA 


A substance in contact with the same type of 
substance — i33 pn: If a prohibited substance 
was mixed with a permitted substance of the same 
type, and its taste is indiscernible, by Torah law it is 
nullified in a simple majority, in accordance with 
the opinion of the Rabbis. By rabbinic law a mix- 
ture of liquids or a mixture of dry goods that were 
ground or cooked together requires a proportion 
such that the prohibited substance can no longer 
be considered an item of significance in its own 
right. The Sages distinguished between different 
prohibitions: In some cases a ratio of one to sixty 
is required, in some the required ratio is one to one 
hundred, while in others it is one to two hundred 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 
151, 4-5; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 98:1, 109:1). 
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HALAKHA 


Where one added oil to the handful that is removed 
from the meal offering of a sinner - xyin nna yanip 
§yaww: If oil was added to the handful that is removed 
from the meal offering of a sinner, it is unfit. This is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, since 
in a disagreements between Rabbi Yohanan and Reish 
Lakish, the halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 11:10). 


NOTES 


That one should not designate oil for it - yay sow 
yaw mtb: Rashi explains that this means one may not 
apply oil to the sinner’s meal offering before the hand- 
ful is removed, but it is permitted to add oil to the 
handful itself; this is in keeping with the continuation 
of the Gemara. Others explain, in keeping with the 
straightforward meaning of the text, that this means 
one should not bring oil specially to accompany the 
sinner's meal offering, but it is permitted to add oil 
that is left over from another meal offering or uncon- 
secrated oil (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola; Griz). 
Alternatively, the Gemara means that one may not add 
an entire /og of oil, as this is the amount added to other 
meal offerings, but there is no prohibition against add- 
ing a small amount of oil (Sefat Emet, explaining Rashi). 
In any event, according to Rabbi Yohanan, it is prohib- 
ited to apply even a smaller quantity of oil, although 
it is uncertain whether the prohibition applies only 
to the addition of at least an olive-bulk of oil or any 
quantity (see 60a). 


Shall not sacrifice it - ay» x: The objection is no 
clear, as the opinion of Reish Lakish seems to accord 
with that of the first tanna in the baraita. Rashi explains 
hat the first tanna holds that the meal offering shal 
be sacrificed only because items that ascend to the 
altar do not nullify one another, so the oil in the mix- 
ure is ascribed only to the meal offering into which i 
was initially mixed. But in the case discussed by Reish 
Lakish, where the oil was added directly to the mea 
offering of the sinner, the first tanna would hold tha 
he meal offering should not be sacrificed (see Rab- 
beinu Gershom Meor HaGola). 
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Rava said: Rabbi Yehuda holds that in the case of any mixture that 
consists of a substance in contact with the same type of substance 
as well as another type of substance, the halakha is to disregard 
the same substance, considering it as though it were not there, and 
in the event that the different type of substance is more than the 
first substance, the different substance nullifies the first substance. 
In the case of the mishna here, the handful of the meal offering is 
mixed with other types of meal offerings that comprise greater 
quantities of oil. The oil of the handful is disregarded, and the flour 
of the handful, which is present in greater quantities than the oil of 
the other meal offering that is absorbed in it, nullifies this oil of the 
other meal offering. That oil is now considered to be one with the 
oil of the handful, and therefore the oil of the handful is increased, 
and the handful is unfit. 


§ It was stated that the amora’im disagreed with regard to the hala- 
kha where one added oil to the handful that is removed from the 
meal offering of a sinner," which does not include oil. Rabbi 
Yohanan says: It is unfit, and Reish Lakish says: The halakha of 
the meal offering itself is to wipe it, ab initio, in the remainder of 
the log of oil that remains in the vessels that were used previously 
for other meal offerings, and the priest then brings it up and burns 
it on the altar. This is done so that the meal offering will not be 
completely dry. 


The Gemara asks: But isn’t it written with regard to the meal offer- 
ing of a sinner: “He shall put no oil upon it, neither shall he put 
any frankincense on it” (Leviticus 5:11)? How, then, can any oil be 
added? The Gemara answers: That verse teaches that one should 
not designate oil for it’ as one designates oil for the other meal 
offerings, but the meal offering of a sinner is not rendered unfit by 
the addition of a small amount of oil. 


Rabbi Yohanan raised an objection to Reish Lakish from a baraita 
(Tosefta 4:4): In the case of a dry meal offering that was inter- 
mingled with a meal offering that was mixed with oil, the priest 
shall sacrifice it. Rabbi Yehuda says: The priest shall not sacrifice 
it. What, is the baraita not referring to a handful of the meal 
offering of a sinner that was intermingled with a handful of a 
voluntary meal offering, demonstrating that the oil invalidates the 
handful of a meal offering of a sinner? 


Reish Lakish responded: No, the baraita is referring to the meal 
offering that accompanies the libations brought with the offerings 
of bulls or rams, for which two log of oil is mixed with a tenth of 
an ephah of flour, that became intermingled with the meal offering 
that accompanies the libations brought with the offering of sheep, 
for which three log of oil is mixed with a tenth of an ephah of flour, 
as the former is considered dry relative to the latter. 


Rabbi Yohanan objected: But another baraita teaches this explic- 
itly as a separate halakha: With regard to the meal offering that 

accompanies the offerings of bulls or rams that became intermin- 
gled with the meal offering that accompanies the offering of sheep, 
and a dry meal offering that was intermingled with a meal offering 

that was mixed with oil, the meal offering shall be sacrificed. Rabbi 

Yehuda says: It shall not be sacrificed. Therefore, the latter case 

must be referring to other meal offerings. Reish Lakish responded: 

The latter clause is explaining the first clause of the baraita, teaching 

that the reason one may not offer a meal offering that accompanies 

bulls and rams that was intermingled with the meal offering that 

accompanies sheep is because one may not offer a dry offering that 

was intermingled with one that is mixed with oil. 
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§ Rava raises a dilemma: In the case of a handful whose oil the 
priest squeezed onto the wood" and only afterward he placed 
the handful on the wood to be burned, what is the halakha? Are 
substances that are contiguous to items that ascend upon the altar 
considered to be as part of the items that ascend upon the altar," 
in which case the oil that was absorbed into the wood and is contigu- 
ous to the handful of the meal offering is considered part of the 
handful? Or are they not considered to be as part of the items that 
ascend upon the altar, and the oil is not viewed as part of the hand- 
ful, and therefore the handful is missing oil? Ravina said to Rav 
Ashi: Is this not the same disagreement as the dispute between 
Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish? 


As it was stated: With regard to one who offers up, outside the 
Temple courtyard, a limb that contains less than an olive-bulk of 
meat," but the offering’s bone completes the measure of the offer- 
ing to an olive-bulk, Rabbi Yohanan says: He is liable, and Reish 
Lakish says: He is exempt. 


Rabbi Yohanan says that one is liable because he holds that sub- 
stances that are contiguous to items that ascend upon the altar are 
considered to be as part of the items that ascend upon the altar. 
Therefore, the measure of the bone is added to the measure of the 
meat, resulting in a total measure of an olive-bulk, which is the 
measure that determines liability. And Reish Lakish says that one 
is exempt because he holds that substances that are contiguous to 
items that ascend upon the altar are not considered to be as part 
of the items that ascend upon the altar. Since less than an olive-bulk 
of meat was sacrificed, he is not liable. 


Rav Ashi responded: Rava’s dilemma can be raised according to 
Rabbi Yohanan, and Rava’s dilemma can be raised according 
to Reish Lakish. The circumstances in their dispute are not the 
same as in Rava’s dilemma, so their opinions in that case may not 
be applicable to this one. Rav Ashi elaborates: The dilemma can be 
raised according to Rabbi Yohanan, even though he holds that the 
bone is considered to be part of the meat to complete the measure 
of an olive-bulk. Perhaps Rabbi Yohanan says his opinion only 
there, in the case of a bone, because the bone is the same type as 
the meat, i.e., itis from the same animal, and is therefore considered 
to be part of the sacrificial meat. But in this case of oil, which is not 
the same type as the handful, it is not considered to be a part of the 
handful even if it is contiguous to it. 


NOTES 


Are substances that are contiguous to items that ascend 
upon the altar [hibburei olin] considered as part of the items 
that ascend upon the altar — 123 priya poiy am: According 
o Rashi's first explanation, the Gemara's question is whether the 
oil is still considered to be part of the handful if it was squeezed 
from the handful onto the wood, and then the handful was 
placed on the wood. Does the fact that the two are contiguous 
suffice, or does the fact that the oil is no longer absorbed within 
he handful mean that the handful is missing its oil? Similarly, 
Tosafot explain that the question is whether the oil is considered 
o be part of the offering since it is not extant but absorbed into 
he wood. Others explain that the question here is not whether 
he oil is attached to the handful, but whether the wood is 
attached to it (Ra’avad). According to all of these explanations, 
it is clear that if there is no attachment to the handful, then the 
handful is lacking and unfit. 


According to Rashi’s second explanation, this itself is the 
subject of the Gemara’s question. The Gemara is not discuss- 
ing oil that is contiguous to the handful, but rather the oil that 
should have been put on the handful. This is also the opinion of 
the Rambam. According to this explanation, the term hibburei 
olin does not mean substances that are contiguous to items 
that ascend upon the altar. Rather, it means a substance that is a 
secondary component of an offering. The Gemara asks: Is the oil, 
which is a secondary component of the offering and not the pri- 
mary component, indispensable, or can it be lacking when the 
handful is burned? This explanation presumes that the oil was 
squeezed onto regular wood and not the wood that is burned 
on the altar. Explaining that the Gemara is referring to secondary 
components of the handful fits well with the continuation of the 
Gemara, where the term hibburei olin is used to describe bones 
that are attached to the meat of the offering (see Zevahim 107b). 


HALAKHA 


Handful whose oil the priest squeezed onto the wood 
[etzim] - orgy vas by igw myaw yaip: If the oil from a 
handful of the meal offering was squeezed out onto a 
bone and the bone subsequently descended from the 
altar, it should be returned to the altar, since it is uncertain 
whether items that are contiguous to offerings are consid- 
ered to be part of the offering. The Rambam's ruling here 
is based on his version of the text, in which the Gemara is 
discussing oil that was squeezed out onto a bone [etzern] 
nd not onto the wood [etzim]. According to the Rambam, 
he Gemara's question is whether oil that descended from 
he altar must be returned to it, since the halakha is that 
bone that descended from the altar is not returned to it 
(see Zevahim 85b). Due to the uncertainty he ruled that it 
should be returned, since consecrated property should not 
be denigrated by not being returned to the altar (see Kesef 
Mishne and Mahari Kurkus). Rashi and the Ra’avad have 
the standard version of the text, in which the Gemara is 
discussing oil that was squeezed onto the wood (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:17). 


a 
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One who offers up a limb that contains less than an 
olive-bulk of meat — mp fa pw tax TYY: If one 
sacrifices outside of the Temple courtyard the limb of an 
offering that contains less than an olive-bulk of meat, but 
the offering's bone completes the measure of the offering 
to an olive-bulk, he is liable. This is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, since in a disagreement 
between Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish, the halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 19:10). 
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HALAKHA 


Two meal offerings from which a handful was not 
removed and that were intermingled — nima nw 
yawn wap Kow: In the case of two meal offerings 
from which a handful was not removed that became 
intermingled with each other, if one is able to remove 
a handful from each separately, they are fit, and if not, 
they are unfit (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 11:29). 


A handful that was intermingled with a meal offer- 
ing from which a handful was not removed - ynip 
Ai) Kw amna AwNIW: In the case of a handful 
that was intermingled with a meal offering from 
which a handful was not removed, one should not 
burn the mixture on the altar. If the mixture was 
burned, the meal offering from which the handful 
was taken satisfies the obligation of the owner, and 
the meal offering from which the handful was not 
taken does not satisfy the obligation of the owner 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 
11:30). 


Its handful was intermingled with its remainder, 
etc. — ^3) Pw ALAP IWM: If after the handful 
was removed it was intermingled with the remainder 
of the meal offering or if the remainder was inter- 
mingled with the remainder of another meal offering, 
it should not be burned on the altar. If it was burned, 
it satisfies the obligation of the owner (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 11:31). 


The meat of an unslaughtered animal carcass is 
nullified in a larger quantity of meat of a slaugh- 
tered animal - meinwa nywa ma: If the meat of 
an unslaughtered animal carcass is intermingled with 
a larger quantity of meat of a slaughtered animal, the 
meat of the animal carcass is nullified in the meat of 
the slaughtered animal and does not impart impurity 
through contact, although it does impart impurity 
by carrying, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yosei bar Hanina in tractate Bekhorot (23a). The reason 
for this halakha is that meat from a slaughtered ani- 
mal cannot attain the status of a carcass. The animal 
carcass meat can attain the status of a slaughtered 
animal, since when a carcass rots to the extent that 
it is no longer edible, it loses its impure status. There- 
fore, it is nullified in a larger quantity of meat of a 
slaughtered animal. This is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rav Hisda. 

The Ra’avad explains that the entire discussion 
here is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda, but according to the Rabbis a substance in 
contact with the same type of substance is nullified 
in all cases (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot 
HaTumot 1:17). 
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Or perhaps, even according to Reish Lakish, he says his ruling only 
in the case of the bone, teaching that it does not add to the quantity 
of the meat. The reason is that the bone is able to be separated from 
the meat, and if it separated, there is no mitzva to return it to the 
fire. Therefore, he views it as distinct from the meat. But in this case 
of oil, which is not able to be separated from the handful of the 
meal offering, as it must be burned together with the handful, he will 
not hold that the oil is viewed as separate from the handful. Or 
perhaps there is no difference between the case of the bone and the 
case ofthe oil, and Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish would have the 
same opinions, respectively, in both cases. The Gemara comments: 
The dilemma shall stand unresolved. 


MI S H N A In the case of two meal offerings from which 


a handful was not removed and that were 
intermingled" with each other, if the priest can remove a handful 
from this meal offering by itself and from that meal offering by 
itself, they are fit meal offerings, but if not, they are unfit, as the 
handful of each meal offering must be taken from its original source. 


In the case of a handful that was intermingled with a meal offering 
from which a handful was not removed," the priest should not 
burn the mixture on the altar. And if he burned it, this meal offering 
from which the handful was taken satisfies the obligation of the 
owner and that meal offering from which the handful was not 
taken does not satisfy the obligation of the owner. 


If, after it was removed, its handful was intermingled with its 
remainder" or with the remainder of another meal offering, the 
priest should not burn the mixture on the altar, but if he burned it, 
it satisfies the obligation of the owner. 


G E M ARA Rav Hisda says: The meat of an unslaugh- 


tered animal carcass is nullified in a larger 
quantity of meat of a slaughtered animal." Although meat from a 
carcass generally imparts impurity, if one touches the mixture of the 
two meats he does not become ritually impure, as the carcass meat 
is considered a different type of substance from the slaughtered 
animal and is therefore nullified. This is not considered a mixture 
that comprises a substance in contact with the same type of sub- 
stance, because meat from a slaughtered animal cannot attain the 
status of a carcass, and it is therefore viewed as a different type of 
substance. 


By contrast, if meat of a slaughtered animal became intermingled 
with a larger quantity of meat of animal carcass, the meat of the 
slaughtered animal is not nullified in the larger quantity of meat of 
the carcass, as it is possible for a carcass to attain the status of a 
slaughtered animal with regard to the halakhot of ritual impurity, as 
it can lose its ability to transmit ritual impurity. This is because when 
a carcass rots to the extent that it is no longer edible, it loses its 
impure status. The halakha that the carcass meat has the ability to 
attain the ritually pure status of meat of a slaughtered animal renders 
the two meats as the same type of substance, and the mixture retains 
its status of intermingled carcass meat and meat of a slaughtered 
animal. 


And Rabbi Hanina says the opposite: Any small quantity of an item 
that can possibly become like the item that is present in larger 
quantities is not nullified when the two are intermingled, but any 
small quantity of an item that cannot possibly become like the item 
that is present in larger quantities is nullified in the larger quantity. 
Accordingly, a small quantity of meat of a slaughtered animal is nul- 
lified in a larger quantity of unslaughtered animal carcass meat, since 
the meat of a slaughtered animal cannot become like the animal 
carcass meat; but a small quantity of animal carcass meat is not nul- 
lified in a larger quantity of meat of a slaughtered animal, since it can 
lose its impure status and become akin to the meat of a slaughtered 
animal. 
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The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion do Rabbi 
Hanina and Rav Hisda state their opinions? If their opinions are in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, this is difficult: Didn’t 
the Rabbis say that it is in the case of a mixture of items that ascend 
to the altar that the different components of the mixture do not 
nullify one another, but otherwise, a substance in contact with 
the same type of substance is nullified? Therefore, in any case 
where meat of a slaughtered animal becomes intermingled with 
unslaughtered animal carcass meat, the smaller quantity is nullified 
in the larger quantity. 


If their opinions are in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda, who holds that the blood of an offering is not nullified in 
the blood ofa non-sacred animal because the two are the same type 
of substance, this is difficult: But 


Rabbi Yehuda follows the appearance’ of the item in determining 
whether the two items are the same type of substance. And there- 
fore, this meat of a slaughtered animal and that meat of an unslaugh- 
tered carcass are viewed as a substance in contact with the same 
type of substance, since their appearances are identical, and neither 
one nullifies the other. 


Rather, it must be explained that the opinions of Rav Hisda and 
Rabbi Hanina are in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Hiyya. 
As Rabbi Hiyya teaches: The meat of an unslaughtered animal 
carcass and the meat of a slaughtered animal are nullified one in 
the other. Rav Hisda understands this statement to mean that the 
meat of an animal carcass is nullified in a larger quantity of meat of 
a slaughtered animal, whereas Rabbi Hanina understands the state- 
ment to be referring to meat of a slaughtered animal that is nullified 
in a larger quantity of meat of an unslaughtered animal carcass. 


The Gemara asks: But then in accordance with whose opinion did 
Rabbi Hiyya himself state his opinion? If his opinion is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of the Rabbis, that is difficult: Didn’t the 
Rabbis say that it is in the case of a mixture of items that ascend to 
the altar that the different components of the mixture do not nul- 
lify one another, but in general, a substance in contact with the 
same type of substance is nullified? And if his statement is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, that is difficult: 
According to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda any substance in 
contact with the same type of substance is not nullified. 


The Gemara answers: Actually, the statement of Rabbi Hiyya is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, and Rabbi Hiyya 
holds that when Rabbi Yehuda says that a substance in contact 
with the same type of substance is not nullified, this statement 
applies only where it is possible for one to become like the other. 
But where it is not possible for one to become like the other, it is 
nullified, since the two are not considered the same substance. 


And Rav Hisda and Rabbi Hanina disagree with regard to this, as 
Rav Hisda holds that we follow the potentially nullifying sub- 
stance, ie., the larger quantity, and if it can attain the status of the 
smaller quantity, the two are considered identical substances and 
the smaller quantity is not nullified in the larger quantity. Therefore, 
if meat of a slaughtered animal became mingled with a larger quan- 
tity of meat ofan animal carcass, the meat of the slaughtered animal 
is not nullified, as it is possible for a carcass to attain the status of a 
slaughtered animal with regard to ritual impurity, as when a carcass 
rots it loses its impure status. 


NOTES 


Follows the appearance — Dry xanm wa: According to 


Rabbi Yehuda, in the context of nullifying minority compo- 
nents of a mixture, the halakhic status of the components 
is not relevant. Therefore, meat of an animal carcass and 
meat of a slaughtered animal are considered to be identical 
substances. This is because according to Rabbi Yehuda, the 
reason that the blood of the bull that is sacrificed on Yom Kip- 
pur does not nullify the blood of the goat when the two are 
mixed is not because both are offerings, but because both 
are identical substances of identical appearance. 
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And this remainder does not nullify, etc. - x? x) 
DI opy pan: Why does the Gemara assume that 
he volume of the remainder of the first meal offering 
will be greater than the meal offering from which a 
handful has not yet been removed? It is explained 
he Shita Mekubbetzet that although the total volume 
of the second meal offering is greater, it is inevitable 
hat at some point where the two meal offerings meet, 
here will be a greater volume of the remainder of the 
first meal offering, which should nullify the part of the 
second meal offering that is in that spot. Once that part 
is nullified, the second meal offering will be lacking 
he requisite measure and should be disqualified (see 
Hazon Ish). 
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And Rabbi Hanina holds that we follow the potentially nullified 
substance, i.e., the smaller quantity, and only if it can attain the 
status of the larger quantity, e.g., in the case of meat of an animal 
carcass that was intermingled with a larger quantity of meat of a 
slaughtered animal, the two are considered identical substances 
and the smaller quantity is not nullified in the larger quantity. 


The Gemara offers support for the opinion of Rabbi Hanina: We 
learned in the mishna: In the case of two meal offerings from 
which a handful was not removed and which were intermingled 
with each other, if the priest can remove a handful from this meal 
offering by itself and from that meal offering by itself, they are 
fit meal offerings, but if not, they are unfit, as the handful of each 
meal offering must be taken from its original source. And here, 
once he removes a handful from one, the rest of it becomes the 
remainder, which is designated for the priests, and this remainder 
does not nullify’ the other meal offering from which a handful 
has not yet been removed. 


In accordance with whose opinion is the mishna? If it is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of the Rabbis, that is difficult: Didn’t the 
Rabbis say that it is in the case of a mixture of items that ascend 
to the altar that the different components of the mixture do not 
nullify one another, but in general, a substance in contact with 
the same type of substance is nullified? Therefore, the remainder 
of the first meal offering should nullify the second meal offering, 
as both consist of the same substances, flour and oil. Rather, it is 
obvious that the mishna is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda, who holds that the meal offering is not nullified in 
the remainder, as any substance in contact with the same type of 
substance is not nullified. 


Now, granted, according to Rabbi Hanina, who is the one who 
says that we follow the potentially nullified substance, in the 
mishna’s case the potentially nullified substance can become like 
the potentially nullifying substance, as when the priest removes 
the handful from the other meal offering, the intermingled offer- 
ing will become a remainder that is designated for the priests, just 
like that of the first meal offering. Therefore, the intermingled 
second meal offering is not nullified in the remainder of the first 
meal offering. 


But according to Rav Hisda, who is the one who says that we 
follow the potentially nullifying substance, can the remainder 
of the first meal offering become a meal offering from which a 
handful has not yet been removed? Therefore, shall we say that 
according to Rav Hisda the mishna here is not in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Hiyya with regard to Rabbi Yehuda’s 
opinion? 


The Gemara answers: There, the halakha of the mishna is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Zeira, as Rabbi Zeira says 
that the verse teaches that nullification does not take place when 
remainders are intermingled with handfuls. He explains: The term 
burning is stated with regard to the handful removed from the 
meal offering (see Leviticus 2:2), as it is a mitzva to burn the hand- 
ful, and the term burning is stated with regard to the remainder 
of the meal offering (see Leviticus 2:11), as it is taught that it is 
prohibited to burn the remainder. 


This verbal analogy teaches that just as in the case of the burning 
that is stated with regard to the handful, if two handfuls are 
mixed together one handful does not nullify the other and all 
agree that the two are burned on the altar, so too, in the case of the 
burning that is stated with regard to the remainder of the meal 
offering, if the remainder of one offering is intermingled with 
another meal offering, the remainder of the meal offering does 
not nullify the handful or the remainder of the second meal 
offering. 
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Kow amaa IWY yip :ynw xm The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof from the mishna here: 
TYNPIW it- VUPTI ON TOP xb- asop In the case of the handful that was intermingled with a meal offering 
from which a handful was not removed, the priest should not burn 
the mixture on the altar, and if he burned it, this meal offering from 
which the handful was taken satisfied the obligation of the owner 
and that meal offering from which the handful was not taken did not 
satisfy the obligation of the owner. This is a case of a mixture of 
identical substances, and the meal offering from which a handful has 
not yet been removed does not nullify the handful, since after the 
fact if the mixture is burned on the altar the meal offering from which 
the handful was taken satisfies the obligation of the owner. 
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van xt xin poy WAX NI- PAV 23 The Gemara explains the proof: In accordance with whose opinion is 
on xows xox bua wna pa xt TIT the mishna? If it is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, that 
OOTO TE ayeny iS difficult: Didn’t the Rabbis say that it is in the case of a mixture of 
items that ascend to the altar that the different components of the 
mixture do not nullify one another, but in general, a substance in 
contact with the same type of substance is nullified? Rather, it is 
obvious that the mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda, who holds that any substance in contact with the same type 
of substance is not nullified. 


wm 


- whine Svan Wa 12X7 yxy xnbwa Now, granted, according to Rav Hisda, who is the one who says that 
on yop "NIYA bot Seas an bean we follow the potentially nullifying substance, in the mishna’s case the 
potentially nullifying substance can become like the potentially nul- 
lified substance, since every bit of the meal offering is fit to have the 
handful taken from it. And therefore, the mixture is considered to 
be one that consists of a substance in contact with the same type 
of substance, and a substance in contact with the same type of 
substance is not nullified. 
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m ynip vores bya Wa VIN wid xdx But according to Rabbi Hanina, who is the one who says that we 
KI XMM DTD ba aah Prb YIN? follow the potentially nullified substance, can the handful become a 
meal offering from which a handful has not yet been removed, so 
that it would not be nullified by the other meal offering whose handful 
was not removed? Therefore, shall we say that according to Rabbi 
Hanina the mishna here is not in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Hiyya with regard to Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion? The Gemara 
answers: This mishna as well is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Zeira, who explains that a Torah edict establishes that the 
remainder does not nullify the handful, and similarly, a meal offering 
from which a handful has not yet been removed does not nullify the 
handful. 


PPID M 


-aman by DPI AYIP IWYD xn The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof from the mishna here: 
xm DID nnby - OPT OX) YEP em If, after it was removed, its handful was intermingled with the remain- 
der of another meal offering, the priest should not burn the mixture 
on the altar, and if he burned it, it satisfied the obligation of the 
owner. The Gemara explains the proof: But here, the potentially nul- 
lifying substance cannot become like the potentially nullified sub- 
stance, since the remainder of the meal offering cannot become like 
the handful, and the potentially nullified substance cannot become like 
the potentially nullifying substance, since the handful cannot become 
like the remainder of the meal offering; and the mishna teaches that 
the remainder of the meal offering does not nullify the handful. 
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DPIN P In accordance with whose opinion is the mishna? Ifit is in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis, that is difficult: Didn’t the Rabbis say 
that it is in the case of a mixture of items that ascend to the altar that 
the different components of the mixture do not nullify one another, 
but in general, a substance in contact with the same type of substance 
is nullified? Rather, it is obvious that the mishna is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who holds that any substance in contact 
with the same type of substance is not nullified. But in contrast to 
Rabbi Hiyya’s statement, Rabbi Yehuda apparently holds that nullifica- 
tion takes place even if the nullifying substance cannot become like 
the nullified substance, or if the nullified substance cannot become like 
the nullifying substance. 
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Black cumin — n¥p: Black cumin, Nigella sativa, 
from the Ranunculaceae family, is an annual 
herb that grows to a height of 30 cm and 
beyond. The leaves of the black cumin plant 
are divided into short lobes. The plant has blue 
flowers that grow to a circumference of 3 cm 
and bloom in early spring. Its black, nearly trian- 
gular seeds, which are found in a five-sectioned 
sheath, are only 2-3 mm in both width and 
length, with up to five hundred seeds weigh- 
ing a single gram. Used today as a spice, black 
cumin was also used in the past for medicinal 
purposes, and appears already in the Bible as a 
cultivated plant (see Isaiah 28:25-27). 


Black cumin flower 
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Rabbi Zeira said: This mishna is an independent halakha, based on 
a Torah edict that nullification does not take place when remainders 
are intermingled with handfuls. He explains: The term burning is 
stated with regard to the handful removed from the meal offering, 
and the term burning is stated with regard to the remainder of the 
meal offering. This verbal analogy teaches that just as in the case of 
the burning that is stated with regard to the handful, if two hand- 
fuls are mixed together one handful does not nullify the other and 
all agree that the two are burned on the altar, so too, in the case of 
the burning that is stated with regard to the remainder of the 
meal offering, if the remainder of one offering is intermingled with 
another meal offering, the remainder of the meal offering does not 
nullify the handful or the remainder of the second meal offering. 


The Gemara suggests another proof from a baraita (Tosefta, Pesahim 
2:21): Come and hear: In the case of matza that one seasoned with 
black cumin,*" with sesame, or with any type of spice, it is fit to 
be eaten during the festival of Passover, as it is considered matza, 
but it is called seasoned matza. The Gemara comments: It enters 
your mind to explain that this is a case where there were more 
spices than the matza itself. 


Now, granted, according to Rabbi Hanina, who is the one who 
says that we follow the potentially nullified substance, in the case 
here the potentially nullified substance can become like the poten- 
tially nullifying substance, as when the matza becomes moldy it 
becomes like the spices, as it is no longer fit to be used to fulfill the 
mitzva of eating matza. Therefore, the smaller quantity of matza is 
not nullified by the larger quantity of spices. But according to Rav 
Hisda, who is the one who says that we follow the potentially 
nullifying substance, can the spices become like the matza? 


The Gemara answers: What are we dealing with here? We are deal- 
ing with a case where there are not more spices than matza, but 
rather the majority is matza and therefore the matza is not nulli- 
fied. The Gemara notes: According to this explanation, the language 
of the baraita is also precise, as it teaches: It is considered matza, 
but it is called seasoned matza. Learn from here that the baraita 
is referring to an entity whose majority is matza, and therefore it is 
referred to as seasoned matza. 


HALAKHA 


Matza that one seasoned with black cumin, etc. — 21 n¥?a aban: If 


one seasoned the remainder of the meal offering with different types 
of oils or spices, it is fit and is still considered to be matza, although i 
is called seasoned matza. This is in accordance with the baraita, which 
the Rambam interprets as referring to meal offerings that are brough 
as matza, as well as the matza that is eaten on Passover. According 
to the Ra'avad, it is permitted to add these ingredients only after the 
matza is baked. One may not add these items to the dough, les 
they cause the matza to become leavened. The same dispute exists 
with regard to matza on Passover, with the Rambam ruling that it is 
permitted to add these ingredients to the dough, and the Ra’avad 
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ruling that one may add them only to the already baked matza. The 
Shulhan Arukh rules, citing the Roke'ah, that one should not add spices 
to the dough ab initio, but after the fact the matza is still considered 
permitted for eating on Passover, provided that there is an olive-bulk 
of dough aside from the additions. In any event, some say that one 
cannot fulfill the mitzva of eating matza on the first night of Passover 
with this matza, since it is not considered bread of affliction (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 12:17 and Sefer Zemanim, Hil- 
khot Hametz UMatza 5:20; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 455:6, and see 
Magen Avraham and Mishna Berura there). 
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24 ya PIPN NID 17 po %3 § The Gemara relates: When Rav Kahana’ ascended from Baby- 

iporw ney SOKO sım x» lonia to Eretz Yisrael, he found the sons of Rabbi Hiyya,’ who 

coe TOO OSTEO LITE TI were sitting and saying the following: In the case of a tenth of an 
ephah of a meal offering that one divided 


Rav Kahana — x373 31: There were several amora'im named Rav 
ahana who appear in the Talmud. Here, apparently, the reference 
is to the earliest Rav Kahana. As his name suggests, Rav Kahana 
was a priest [kohen], and he was a disciple-colleague of Rav in 
Babylonia. It is related that Rav Kahana and his colleague Rav 
Asi learned halakhic traditions from Rav, but were independent 
in their analysis of those traditions. It is related in several places 
hat they did not refrain from challenging Rav’s opinion, forcing 
Rav to explain his opinion, and on more than one occasion Rav’s 
response was to remain silent rather than to attempt to resolve 
heir difficult questions. Nevertheless, the two always treated 
Rav with the utmost esteem, and in turn were treated by Rav 
with great respect. 

As related here, Rav Kahana moved to Eretz Yisrael and met the 
sons of Rabbi Hiyya, who had moved at a young age to Eretz Yis- 
rael with their father. He met Rabbi Shimon, son of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi, and taught Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish. 

Both the Jerusalem Talmud and the Babylonian Talmud relate 
events that transpired when Rav Kahana moved to Eretz Yisrael 
as a young man, which was in Rabbi Yohanan's old age. Based on 
the chronological implications of that fact, some understand the 
Gemara here to be referring to a different student of Rav named 
Rav Kahana. 
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The sons of Rabbi Hiyya — xn 3133: Yehuda and Hizkiyya were 
the twin sons of Rabbi Hiyya. One was born at the beginning of 
their seventh month of gestation, while the other was born at 
the end of the ninth month, so that they were born three months 
apart. They moved from Babylonia with their father in their youth 
and at this point were already considered to be great Sages. This is 
seen by the declaration of the Sages that when Rabbi Hiyya and 
his sons moved to Eretz Yisrael they revived and established the 
Torah in Eretz Yisrael. 

In several places it is related that they were extremely righ- 
teous people, whose prayers were answered. Like their father, 
the sons of Rabbi Hiyya did not support themselves through their 
Torah study, but rather engaged in agriculture. 

The sons of Rabbi Hiyya appear in sources together, as well 
as separately. Yehuda, who was nicknamed: The esteemed one, 
married the daughter of one of the greatest Torah Sages of his 
generation, Rabbi Yannai, who thought very highly of him. He 
passed away during the lifetime of his father-in-law. Hizkiyya, 
like his father, Rabbi Hiyya, redacted baraitot, and many of his 
statements are found in the Jerusalem Talmud as well as the 
Babylonian Talmud. 

It appears that the sons of Rabbi Hiyya lived in Tiberias, where 
they were later buried along with their father. 


and placed in a receptacle such that the flour of the measure was 
in two places, not in contact with each other, and one who was ritu- 
ally impure who immersed that day and is waiting for nightfall for 
the purification process to be completed touched" one of the por- 
tions of the meal offering, what is the halakha? Does he disqualify 
only the part of the meal offering that he touched, or the other part 


as well? When we learned in a mishna (Hagiga 20b) that a vessel 

joins all the food that is in it" with regard to sacrificial food, mean- 
ing that if some of the contents become impure all the contents 

become impure as well, does this matter apply only where the 

contents are touching each other, but where the contents are not 

touching each other the ritual impurity is not imparted to the other 
contents? Or perhaps there is no difference. 


One who immersed that day touched - ov bap yan: When 
one becomes ritually impure by Torah law, even after immers- 
ing himself he is prohibited from partaking of sacrificial meat or 
teruma until sunset, as derived by the Sages from the verse: “And 
when the sun is down, he shall be clean; and afterward he may 
eat of the sacred items” (Leviticus 22:7). During this interval he 
renders sacrificial items with which he comes into contact ritu- 
ally impure. There is a dispute as to whether these items render 
other items impure; the final ruling, as well as the premise of the 


A vessel joins all the food that is in it - isinaw ma qsa 13: Ifa 
vessel is filled with different, separated items, and an impure item 
touches one of them, all of the contents of the vessel become 
ritually impure. This is the halakha in the case of sacrificial food, 


NOTES 


HALAKHA 


Gemara here, is that these items do not render other items impure. 
Rashi explains that it is for this reason that the Gemara specifi- 
cally addresses the case where the ritual impurity is imparted by 
one who immersed that day, because if the impurity had been 
imparted by one whose impurity was of a more severe nature, 
there would be no need for the vessel to combine the different 
components within it. The vessel itself would become impure 
due to the oil of the meal offering (Olat Shlomo), and then impart 
impurity to the remaining contents. 


but not in the case of teruma. The halakha here is in accordance 
with the mishna in tractate Hagiga (20b) and the statement of Rav 
Kahana (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 12:7). 


.139)7p15: MENAHOT: PEREK III :24A 147 


This file may not 


HALAKHA 

If one inserted another one between them, etc. - 
^a) paa “amy wwin: In a case where there were two 

piles within one vessel and another item between them, 

and one of the piles became impure, if the item requires 
e vessel, the vessel joins all of them together and all are 

rendered impure. If the item does not require the vessel, 
hen only the pile that was touched by the source of 
mpurity is rendered impure. This is in accordance with 

e opinion of Rav Kahana (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
She'ar Avot HaTumot 12:8, and see Ra'avad there). 


Transmits impurity through its airspace — tia Kav: 

The only vessel that transmits impurity through its air- 
space without direct contact is an earthenware vessel 

(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 13:1). 


Can one remove a handful from this half-tenth of an 
ephah on behalf of that half-tenth of an ephah - ying 
m by mya: If a tenth of an ephah of a meal offering was 
placed i in a vessel and divided into two parts that were 
not touching each other, and there was no partition 
between them, it is uncertain whether the vessel joins 
hem together so that the handful can be removed from 
one on behalf of both. Therefore, one should not remove 
a handful from one, and if one did so, it should not be 
burned on the altar. If it was burned, the meal offering 
is accepted, but the remainder may not be eaten. This is 
entirely because the dilemma remained unresolved in 
he Gemara (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMuk- 
dashin 11:23, and see Kesef Mishne there). 
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Rav Kahana said to the sons of Rabbi Hiyya: Did we learn in the 
mishna that a vessel connects the contents within it? We learned 
that a vessel joins the contents within it, indicating that it does so 
in any case, whether or not the contents are in contact with one 
another. The sons of Rabbi Hiyya then asked Rav Kahana: If one 
inserted another one half-tenth of an ephah between them,™ and 
one who was ritually impure who immersed that day touched it, 
what is the halakha? Are the first two half-tenths rendered impure? 


Rav Kahana said to them: Only when an item requires a vessel in 
order for it to be sanctified, e.g., in the case of the two half-tenths of 
an ephah of a meal offering, does the vessel join it together. In the 
case of an item that does not require a vessel, such as this half-tenth 
that was placed between them, the vessel does not join it. 


The sons of Rabbi Hiyya then asked: If one who immersed that day 
inserted his finger between the two half-tenths of the ephah that 
were placed in the receptacle, without touching either one, what is 
the halakha? Are the two half-tenths rendered impure? Rav Kahana 
said to them in response: The only item you have that transmits 
impurity through its airspace" is an earthenware vessel alone. 


Rav Kahana himself then asked the sons of Rabbi Hiyya: If two 
half-tenths of an ephah of a meal offering are placed in one vessel 
but are notin contact with each other, what is the halakha? Can one 
remove a handful from this half-tenth of an ephah on behalf of that 
half-tenth of an ephah?" Is the joining of the contents of the vessel 
effective by Torah law or by rabbinic law? If it is effective by Torah 
law, then the removal of the handful is valid. If it is effective by rab- 
binic law, then the removal of the handful was not performed cor- 
rectly, since it was not taken from the entire tenth ofan ephah of the 
meal offering. 


They said to Rav Kahana: We did not hear the halakha with regard 
to this case explicitly, but we heard the halakha with regard to a case 
similar to this. As we learned in the mishna: In the case of two meal 
offerings from which a handful was not removed and which were 
intermingled with each other, if the priest can remove a handful 
from this meal offering by itself and from that meal offering by 
itself, they are fit meal offerings, but if not, they are unfit, as the 
handful of each meal offering must be taken from its original source. 


They explain: In any event, the mishna teaches that in a case when 
he can remove a handful from each meal offering, the meal offer- 
ings are fit. Why is this considered a valid removal of the handful? 
But this part of the meal offering that is intermingled with the other 
meal offering does not touch the part of the meal offering from 
which the handful is removed. Evidently, the vessel joins the differ- 
ent parts of the meal offering together, and one can remove the 
handful from any part of its contents, even if they are not touching. 


NOTES 


he original half-tenths. 


f one inserted another one half-tenth between them - wwin 
ma “my: According to Rashi, the question here is whether 
he original two half-tenths are rendered impure if one added 
another half-tenth between them and then one who immersed 
hat day touched it. The Ra’avad offers a similar explanation, 
maintaining that the question is whether the new half-tenth is 
rendered impure if one who immersed that day touched one of 


According to the Rambam, the Gemara is asking another 


question entirely: Whether the placement of another item that 
is not a part of the meal offering (Kesef Mishne) between the two 
half-tenths of an ephah prevents the spread of the impurity from 
one to the other. A parallel discussion in the Jerusalem Talmud 
(Hagiga 3:2) supports an interpretation in this vein. There, the 
Gemara begins by asking whether the impurity is transferred 
from one side of the vessel to the other, and then asks whether 
it is transferred even when there is an item in the middle (see 
Kesef Mishne and Keren Ora). 


PPAT pura KAYT XT TN 
Pp pey] 


YR NA KIIN AW NN 
ADAT p -rA DAY” KANT 
yip obs wa prey wea KOW 
= DR wT MONT TIY "Da NT 

vp 


ms ow wader an av wax 
ANT NOPD NOP [133 PT DI 
poo ya rove say aa by 

XARA KPP METI 


DIDDI NWT NUIT TMG YD NT 
NS) Paw AN TaD aT 
NT- MTN TOIT Bay 
ip eB 77D Waa NIT NDT AN 


wom op NY mAP n Ya 
ATD 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Rava said: This cannot be inferred from the mishna, as perhaps the 
ruling of the mishna is stated with regard to a case where the clumps 
of the meal offering are divided like the teeth of a comb,’ so that 
although the handful is removed from a clump of the meal offering 
that is separate from the clump that is intermingled with the other 
offering, all parts of the meal offering are still in contact with one 
another. It may still be that in the case presented by Rav Kahana, 
where the parts are truly separated from one another, it is possible 
that one cannot remove the handful from one part on behalf of the 
other. 


The Gemara asks: Since this question was not resolved, what hal- 
akhic conclusion was reached about this matter? Rava said: Come 
and hear a proof, as it is taught in a baraita: The verse states: “And 
he shall take up from it his handful” (Leviticus 6:8), meaning that 
he shall take the handful from the meal offering that is connected. 
This teaches that one shall not bring a tenth of an ephah divided in 
two vessels and remove the handful from one on behalf of the other. 
It can therefore be inferred that in the case of one vessel that is simi- 
lar to two vessels, as the entirety of the meal offering is brought in 
one vessel although the different parts are not touching, one may 
remove the handful from one part on behalf of the other part. 


Abaye said to Rava: Perhaps one could say: What are the circum- 
stances when the baraita states that one may not bring a tenth of an 
ephah in two vessels? The circumstances are, for example, if one 
hollowed out the area of a smaller kefiza' measure within the area 
ofa larger kav' measure," so that within the one receptacle there were 
two cavities divided by a partition that did not reach the top of the 
receptacle. In this case, even though the two are intermingled on 
top, above the partition, since the partition of the kefiza measure 
divides them below, they are still separated and not joined together. 


Abaye continues: What are the circumstances of one vessel that is 
similar to two vessels, with regard to which you inferred that one 
may remove the handful from one part on behalf of the other part? 
The circumstances are, for example, a hen trough" that is filled with 
water or fodder, and even though a partition divides the top of the 
trough, the contents are touching below. But here, in the case of two 
half-tenths of an ephah that are placed in a receptacle that are not 
touching each other at all, you should raise the dilemma as to 
whether the handful may be removed from one part on behalf of the 
other. 


Rabbi Yirmeya raises a dilemma: In a scenario where a vessel joins 
the two half-tenths of an ephah that are inside the vessel but not 
touching, and there is a connection by means of water" between 
one of the half-tenths of the ephah inside the vessel and another 
half-tenth of an ephah that is outside the vessel, and one who 
immersed that day touched the other half-tenth of an ephah that is 
inside the vessel, what is the halakha? Does he also disqualify the 
half-tenth of an ephah that is outside the vessel? 


NOTES 


A kefiza measure within a kav measure — X72 p3p: Since 
measuring vessels were made from wood, at times the vessel 
was thick enough to allow for another, smaller measure to be 
carved into the sides of the vessel, with the side of the smaller 
measure serving as a partition between the two cavities. The 
explanation here that the partition did not reach the top of the 
vessel is in accordance with the understanding of the Rambam. 
According to the understanding of Rashi, the case here is one 
where the partition does reach the top, so that the contents of 
each measure could be intermingled only if they were heaped 
up above the sides. 


For example a hen trough, etc. - ^3) phiana bw ANI W yix3: 
Just as in the previous example of a kefiza measure within a kav 
measure, this example is subject to dispute between Rashi and 
the Rambam. According to Rashi, the trough is divided by a 
partition to separate the water from the fodder, which does not 
reach the top of the trough. According to the Rambam, this is 
a trough that has a small partition that divides the top to keep 
the hens separate as they come to eat, but the contents of the 
trough themselves are touching below. 


BACKGROUND 
Like the teeth of a comb - pips paw: 


et 


r 


Roman comb 


LANGUAGE 

Kefiza — XP: The origin of this word is from Iranian lan- 
guages. In Middle Persian, the form is kabiz, which refers 
to a measurement of volume. The Talmud does not explain 
the exact volume of a kefiza measure, but from the descrip- 
tion here and in other places, it is clear that it is a smaller 
measure than a kav, which is equal to four log. Some hold 
that a kefiza measure is the volume of three /og. Others 
hold that it is the equivalent of half a kav, or two log, while 
others explain that it is equal to one /og. One log is equal to 
345 cc according to Rabbi Hayyim Na'e, and 600 cc accord- 
ing to the Hazon Ish. 


Kav — sap: The kav measure is mentioned in the Bible 
(Il Kings 6:25) and refers to a dry measure that is also used 
as a liquid measure. A kav is equivalent to twenty-four 
egg-bulks, which is the equivalent of four lag. A kav is 
one-sixth of a sea and one-eighteenth of an ephah. One 
kav is equal to 1.38 2 according to Rabbi Hayyim Na'e, and 
2.4 £ according to the Hazon Ish. 


HALAKHA 


For example a kefiza measure within a kav measure... 
For example a hen trough — ANI 1i33...KA Pa KPP PAD 
phiana by: If a partition divides the bottom of a vessel in 
two, then even if the parts of the tenth of an ephah in the 
vessel are intermingled above the partition, one may not 
remove the handful from the vessel. If one did remove the 
handful, then the meal offering is disqualified. One may 
remove the handful from a vessel that is divided by a parti- 
tion at the top but the contents still are touching below. 
This is in accordance with the statement of Abaye (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 11:21-22). 


A vessel joins the two half-tenths inside the vessel, 
and there is a connection by means of water - > avy 
02 VDM: If there were two distinct piles in a vessel, with 
one connected to a source of water outside the vessel, 
and a ritually impure person touched the other pile, the 
first pile as well as the water that it is connected to are 
rendered impure. This ruling is in accordance with the 
principle that when the Gemara raises a dilemma, and 
then states: If you say, concerning one of the sides of the 
dilemma, the halakha is in accordance with that side. If 
an impure person touched the water, the pile that is con- 
nected to it is rendered impure, but it is uncertain whether 
the other pile is also included, since the Gemara’s question 
remains unresolved (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She‘ar 
Avot HaTumot 12:9, see 11:6). 
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HALAKHA 

A tenth that one divided, etc. - 131 ipone pws: In a 
case where consecrated food had become impure and 
was placed in a vessel along with pure consecrated food, 
if the two are not touching, the latter remains pure. If 
one who immersed that day touched the impure food, 
it is uncertain whether the pure food is then considered 
to be joined with the impure food and rendered impure, 
or whether the impure food was already saturated with 
impurity and therefore no change occurs (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot She'ar Avot HaTumot 12:10). 
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When we learned in a mishna (Hagiga 20b) that a vessel joins all 
the food that is in it with regard to sacrificial food, meaning that if 
some of the contents become impure all the contents become impure 
as well, does this matter apply only to that which is inside the vessel, 
but not to that which is outside of it, despite the fact that the outer 
item is connected to an item inside the vessel? Or perhaps, since the 
half-tenth of an ephah found outside the vessel is connected to an 
impure item, it is connected and becomes impure. 


Rabbi Yirmeya continues: And if you say that since the half-tenth of 
an ephah found outside the vessel is connected to an impure item, it 
is connected and becomes impure, one can raise another dilemma. 
In a case where there is a connection by means of water between a 
half-tenth of an ephah outside a vessel and another half-tenth of an 
ephah that is inside the vessel, and the vessel joins two half-tenths 
of an ephah that are inside the vessel, and one who immersed that 
day touched the half-tenth of an ephah that is outside the vessel, 
what is the halakha? 


When we learned in a mishna that a vessel joins all the food that is 
in it with regard to sacrificial food, meaning that if some of the con- 
tents become impure all the contents become impure as well, does 
this matter apply only in a case where the one who immersed that 
day touched that which is inside the vessel, thereby transmitting 
impurity to all of the contents of the vessel, and due to the connec- 
tion by means of water the impurity is then transmitted to that which 
is outside the vessel, but it does not apply in a case where the one 
who immersed that day touched that which is outside of the vessel, 
and only the half-tenth of an ephah that is connected to the outer 
item becomes impure? Or perhaps this case is no different, and the 
vessel joins all of its contents with regard to ritual impurity. The 
Gemara comments: The dilemma shall stand unresolved. 


§ It has been demonstrated that a vessel joins the contents that are 
found in it, even if they are not touching one another, with regard to 
ritual impurity, such that if some of the contents become impure, all 
of the contents are rendered impure. Rava raised a dilemma: With 
regard to a tenth of an ephah of a meal offering that one divided" 
and then placed the two halves in different vessels, and one of them 
became impure and afterward he placed it in a receptacle along 
with the second half-tenth of an ephah, and then one who immersed 
that day touched that one that was already rendered impure, what 
is the halakha? Do we say that the item is already saturated with 
impurity and cannot be rendered impure a second time, and there- 
fore the second half-tenth of the ephah is not rendered impure even 
though it is joined in the same receptacle, or not? 


Abaye said to him: And do we say that an item that is already satu- 
rated with impurity cannot be rendered impure a second time? But 
didn’t we learn in a mishna (Kelim 27:9): With regard to a sheet® 
that is impure due to ritual impurity 


Sheet [sadin] — }*1D: The term sadin is found in the Bible (see 
Judges 14:12), where it refers to a linen sheet. From statements of 
the Sages, it appears that the sheet was not used as a garment, 
possibly because it is not comfortable to wear clothing made of 
linen. Rather, it was used for a variety of purposes: It was slept 
upon, used as a curtain, and served an aesthetic purpose. It was 


BACKGROUND 


also used for shade, for wrapping coins, and for other purposes. 
Although it is mentioned several times that people would clothe 
themselves in a sheet, the sheet was not their primary garment 
but an addition to their standard garment or a substitute for it, 
for example, in the summer. 
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imparted by treading, e.g., if a man who experiences a gonorrhea- 
like discharge [zav] lay down on it and transferred to it this severe 
impurity, and afterward one made a curtain [villon]" of it," itis pure 
with regard to ritual impurity imparted by treading, as it is no longer 
fit for sitting or lying down. But it is impure due to having been in 
contact with an item that became ritually impure with impurity 
imparted by treading, as it is viewed as having been in contact with 
itself, and therefore it can impart impurity to food and drink. 


The mishna continues: Rabbi Yosei said: What source of impurity 
imparted by treading did this curtain touch? Rather, the halakha 
is that if a zav’? touched the sheet itself before it was made into a 
curtain, and did not only lie on it without touching it directly, then 
although the curtain is pure with regard to ritual impurity imparted 
by treading, it is nevertheless impure due to contact with a zav. This 
is because the impurity transmitted by contact with a zav applies in 
the case ofa curtain, which is not the halakha with regard to impurity 
imparted by treading. 


Abaye comments: When a zav touched the sheet, in any event it 
was rendered impure, even if he touched it after he lay on the sheet, 
thereby rendering it impure with impurity imparted by treading. 
In this manner, it was rendered impure with the ritual impurity 
imparted by treading, and afterward it was again rendered impure 
due to contact with a zav. According to the statement of Rava, why 
would this be the halakha? Let us say that the item is already satu- 
rated with impurity and cannot be rendered impure a second time. 


Rava said to him in response: And from where do you know that 
this statement of Rabbi Yosei: That if a zav touched the sheet it is 
nevertheless impure due to contact with a zav, is referring to a case 
where a zav touched the sheet after it was rendered impure with the 
ritual impurity imparted by treading? Perhaps he was referring to 
a case where a zav touched the sheet, rendering it impure due to 
contact with a zav, before he lay on it and rendered it impure with 
the ritual impurity imparted by treading. In that case, the severe 
form of ritual impurity imparted by the treading of the zav, which 
is a primary source of ritual impurity that imparts impurity to all 
people and items, takes effect in addition to the lesser form of 
impurity imparted by contact with a zav, which imparts impurity 
only to food and drink. 


But here, in the case of part of a meal offering that was touched by 
one who immersed that day after having already become impure due 
to the touch of one who immersed that day, where both this and 
that are lesser forms of impurity, perhaps the impurity does not 
take effect a second time, as it is already impure. 


BACKGROUND 


Zav — 31: This refers to a man who experienced a gonorrhea- 
like discharge. The halakhot relating to the severe ritual impu- 
rity caused by this condition are detailed in the Torah (Leviticus 
15:1-15) and in tractate Zavim. The zav becomes ritually impure 
as a result of the secretion of a white, pus-like discharge from his 
penis. A man who experiences a discharge of that kind on one 
occasion becomes ritually impure for one day, like a man who has 
discharged semen. If he experiences a second discharge on the 
same day or the following day, or a prolonged initial discharge, he 
contracts the more severe ritual impurity of a zav, which lasts until 
he counts seven clean days. If he experiences a third discharge 


within the day after the second discharge, he is obligated to bring 
a pair of doves, one for a sin offering and one for a burnt offering, 
as part of his purification process. Not only does the man himself 
become ritually impure, but he imparts ritual impurity by coming 
into contact with vessels or people, by being moved by them, by 
moving them, by lying or sitting on them, or through the medium 
of a large stone that the zav is lying on, if it is positioned over them. 
The fluids he secretes, i.e., his spittle, urine, and semen, impart 
ritual impurity, and any item on which he sits or lies becomes 
a primary source of ritual impurity and can itself impart ritual 
impurity to other objects. 


LANGUAGE 


Curtain [villon] - qin: From the Latin velum, which can 
mean curtain or screen. 


HALAKHA 


One made a curtain of it - 15 ixwy: If one converted 
a sheet that was impure with ritual impurity imparted 
by treading into a curtain, it is rendered pure with 
regard to ritual impurity imparted by treading from 
the time that one ties the loops from which it is to be 
hung as a curtain. In his Commentary on the Mishna, 
the Rambam rules in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yosei that the curtain is also pure in every respect. 
In contrast to the Gemara’s explanation here that the 
curtain is impure with the impurity imparted through 
contact with a zavif the impurity was incurred while the 
curtain was still a sheet, the Rambam explains that it is 
impure in this respect only if it was touched by a zav 
after having been made into a curtain (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 23:10, and see Mishne LaMelekh 
there). 
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The Gemara suggests: Rather, the proof against the existence of a 

principle that an item can be saturated with impurity and not sus- 
ceptible to becoming impure a second time is from the last clause 

of a baraita that corresponds to the mishna: Rabbi Yosei concedes 

that in a case of two sheets that are folded and placed on top of one 

another, and a zav sat upon them, the top sheet is rendered impure 

with the ritual impurity imparted by treading, and the bottom 

sheet is rendered impure with the ritual impurity imparted by tread- 
ing and due to contact with the top sheet that has become ritually 
impure with impurity imparted by treading. The Gemara explains: 
But according to the opinion advanced in Rava’s dilemma, why 
would this be the case? Let us say that the bottom sheet is already 
saturated with impurity and cannot be rendered impure a second 

time. 


The Gemara rejects this proof: There, with regard to the bottom 
sheet, the two types ofimpurity take effect simultaneously, whereas 
here, with regard to the impure meal offering, the two forms of 
impurity take effect one after the other. It is only in the latter case 
that Rava suggests that the second type of impurity does not take 
effect. Therefore, there is no conclusive proof, and the question 
raised by Rava remains unresolved. 


§ Rava says: In a case where one divided a tenth of an ephah" of a 
meal offering into two halves, and one half was lost and he separated 
another half in its stead, and afterward the first lost half was found, 
and all three are placed in a receptacle together, if the one that 
had been lost became impure, the previously lost half-tenth of an 
ephah and the first half-tenth of an ephah join together and become 
impure, in accordance with the mishna cited earlier (Hagiga 20b) 
that a vessel joins the two together with regard to ritual impurity. But 
the half-tenth of an ephah that was separated to replace the lost 
half-tenth does not join together with the other half-tenths, and it 
remains pure. 


If the one that had been separated to replace the lost half-tenth 
became impure, then the separated half-tenth and the first half- 
tenth join together and become impure, since the former was sepa- 
rated in order to complete the tenth together with the first half-tenth, 
while the previously lost half-tenth does not join together with 
them. If the first half-tenth became impure, then both the previ- 
ously lost half-tenth as well as the half-tenth that was separated as its 
replacement join together and become ritually impure, as each 
of them had at one point been part of the same tenth as the first 
half-tenth. 


One divided a tenth of an ephah, etc. - 151 iponw Wy: In a case 
where one divided a tenth of an ephah of a meal offering into two 
halves and one half was lost, and one separated another half in 
its stead, and afterward the first lost half was found, and all three 
half-tenths were placed in one vessel together without touching 
one another, if the one that had been lost became impure, the 
previously lost half-tenth of an ephah and the first half-tenth of 
an ephah join together and become impure. The replacement 


HALAKHA 


meal offering. If the replacement half-tenth became impure, then 
the replacement half-tenth and the first half-tenth join together 
and become impure, while the previously lost half-tenth does not 
join together with them. If the first half-tenth became impure, 
then both the previously lost half-tenth as well as the replace- 
ment half-tenth join together and are rendered impure. This is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rava (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 11:26). 


half-tenth does not join together with the other half-tenths, and 
with the addition of a new half-tenth, it should be sacrificed as a 
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Abaye says: Even if any one of the half-tenths became impure, 
both remaining half-tenths join together and become impure as 
well. What is the reason? They are all residents of one cabin, i.e., 
they were meant to be part of the same meal offering. 


And similarly, according to Rava, with regard to the removal of 
the handful," if one removed the handful from the previously lost 
half-tenth, its remainder and the remainder of the first half-tenth 
ofan ephah are eaten by the priests, while the half-tenth ofan ephah 
that was separated in its stead is not eaten. Since it was not meant 
to join together with this other half-tenth, the removal of the hand- 
ful does not permit its consumption. If one removed the handful 
from the one that had been separated in place of the lost half-tenth, 
then its remainder and the first half-tenth of an ephah are eaten, 
while the previously lost half-tenth is not eaten. 


If one removed the handful from the first half-tenth, then both the 
previously lost half-tenth as well as the half-tenth that had been 
separated in its stead are not eaten. This is because the removal of 
the handful allows the remainder of only one tenth to be eaten, and 
it is not known whether the consumption of the previously lost 
half-tenth or the replacement half-tenth has now been permitted. 


Abaye says: Even if one removed the handful from any one of 
them, both remaining half-tenths are not eaten. What is the rea- 
son? They are all residents of one cabin, and it is not possible to 
know whether the consumption of one or of the other has been 
permitted. 


Rav Pappa objects to this ruling of Abaye: And is that to say that 
in any event the remainder of the half-tenth itself from which the 

handful was taken is eaten? But one-sixth [danka]: of the handful 

that was removed was not sacrificed to permit this remainder. The 

handful was removed to permit the consumption of the remainders 

of all three half-tenths of an ephah in the receptacle. Since the hand- 
ful included one-third that was removed to account for the half- 
tenth that is not needed, it turns out that each of the two actual 

half-tenths should have had an additional one-sixth removed to 

render them permitted. 


Rav Yitzhak, son of Rav Mesharshiyya, also objects to this ruling 
of Abaye: And with regard to the handful itself, how can it be 
sacrificed? But one-third of it, i.e., the portion separated to permit 
the extraneous half-tenth of an ephah, is non-sacred. 


Rav Ashi said: These questions present no difficulty, since with 
regard to the removal of the handful, the matter is dependent on 
the intention of the priest. And when the priest removes the 
handful, he removes it to permit the remainder of the tenth of an 
ephah, and not the remainder of the extraneous half-tenth. Still, the 
other two halves may not be eaten because it is not possible to 
know whether the consumption of one or of the other has been 
permitted. 


HALAKHA 


And similarly with regard to the removal of the handful - raw 12) 
Typ: The halakha with regard to being joined in a case of impurity 
is identical to the halakha with regard to the removal of the handful. 


handful allows only a tenth of an ephah to be eaten, and since 
the two together are a tenth of an ephah, it is as though a handful 
were never removed from them, and therefore it is prohibited to 


e publisher 


LANGUAGE 
One-sixth [danka] — xp: Danka is a Persian mon- 
etary unit that appears in Middle Persian sources 
as dang. Like the Aramaic maʻa, it constituted one- 
sixth of a dinar. The term was also used to mean 
one-sixth of anything, as in this passage. 


If one removed t 
remainder and t 
the replacement 
ful from the repl 
first half-tenth o 
half-tenth is not 


e handful from the previously lost half-tenth, its 
he first half-tenth of an ephah are eaten, while 


acement half-tenth, then its remainder and the 
an ephah are eaten, while the previously lost 
eaten. If one removed the handful from the first 


half-tenth, then both the previously lost half-tenth as well as the 


replacement hal 


-tenth are not eaten, since the removal of the 


half-tenth is not eaten. If one removed the hand- 


consume them. The reason that a handful can be removed in cases 
such as these, where it is seemingly removed from three half-tenths 
of an ephah, is that the removal of the handful is dependent on 
the intention of the priest, and here he removes it for the tenth of 


an ephah and not the extraneous half-tenth, which can be accom- 


plished as the half-tenths are not in contact with each other. This 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rava and the explanation of 
Rav Ashi (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 11:27). 


113911 p : MENAHOT : PEREK III : 24B 


153 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek III 
Daf25 Amuda 


HALAKHA 


If the handful became ritually impure and despite 
this the priest sacrificed it, etc. - ynipi xav) 
13) 2p: If the handful became ritually impure 
and nevertheless the priest sacrificed it, the frontplate 
effects acceptance of the meal offering. If the handful 
went out of its designated area, and the priest then 
eturned it and sacrificed it, the frontplate does not 
effect acceptance of it (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 11:19). 


= 


NOTES 


If you say he atones for the sin of piggul, etc. - 
3) Diva fv axa Dx: Although the Sages use the 
term piggul to refer to the intention to sacrifice or 
eat the offering after the permitted time, in this con- 
text the term refers to the intention to sacrifice or 
eat the offering outside of its designated location, 
corresponding to the authoritative interpretation of 
piggul in the Bible. So too, when the baraita states 
hat notar is not accepted, here the term notar does 
not refer to sacrificial meat that was left after the time 
hat one was permitted to eat it, since the offering 
was already accepted at the time of the sprinkling of 
he blood. Rather, it refers to what is usually known as 
piggul, meaning that at the time of the sacrificial rites 
e priest intended to sacrifice or eat the offering after 
he permitted time (Tosafot, citing Zevahim 29a). 
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MI S HN A If the handful became ritually impure and 


despite this the priest sacrificed it," the front- 
plate worn by the High Priest effects acceptance of the meal offering, 
and the remainder is eaten by the priests. If the handful left its desig- 
nated area and despite this the priest then sacrificed it, the frontplate 
does not effect acceptance. The reason is that the frontplate effects 
acceptance for offerings sacrificed when ritually impure and does 
not effect acceptance for offerings that leave their designated areas. 


GEMARA The Sages taught in a baraita: It is written 

with regard to the frontplate: “And it shall be 
upon Aaron’s forehead, and Aaron shall bear the sin committed 
with the sacred items, which the children of Israel shall hallow, 
even all their sacred gifts; and it shall be always upon his forehead, 
that they may be accepted before the Lord” (Exodus 28:38). The Sages 
expounded: But which sin does he bear? If you say he atones for the 
sin of piggul," it is already stated: “It shall not be credited to him” 
(Leviticus 7:18). Ifyou say he atones for the sin of notar, it is already 
stated in the same verse: “It shall not be accepted.” 


Evidently, the High Priest wearing the frontplate bears only the 
sin of impurity in the offering of an individual. The frontplate is 
understood to atone for the sin of sacrificing an impure offering, as 
its general prohibition was permitted in certain circumstances, 
specifically in the case of the community, since in a situation where 
the entire community is impure it is permitted to sacrifice impure 
communal offerings ab initio. 


Rabbi Zeira objects to this: Why not say that the frontplate atones 
for the sin of sacrificing offerings that leave the courtyard and are 
thereby disqualified, as its general prohibition was permitted in 
certain circumstances, specifically in the case of an offering sacrificed 
on a private altar during the period after the Jewish people had 
entered Eretz Yisrael and before there was an established location for 
the Tabernacle? 


Abaye said to him: The verse states with regard to the frontplate: 
“And it shall be always upon his forehead, that they may be accepted 
before the Lord” (Exodus 28:38), teaching that in the case of a sin 
whose general prohibition is permitted before the Lord, i.e., in the 
Temple, yes, the frontplate atones for it. But in the case of the sin of 
offerings that leave the courtyard, whose general prohibition is not 
permitted before the Lord, the frontplate does not atone for it. 


Rabbi Ile’a objects to this: Why not say that the frontplate atones 
for the sin of performing the service using one’s left hand instead of 
one’s right, as its general prohibition was permitted in certain cir- 
cumstances, specifically in the case of Yom Kippur, when the High 
Priest carries the spoon bearing the incense into the Holy of Holies 
with his left hand? 


Abaye said to him: The verse states: “And Aaron shall bear the sin 
committed with the sacred items” (Exodus 28:38), to say that the 
frontplate atones for a sin that was committed with the offering and 
I deferred it. This serves to exclude the spoon bearing the incense of 
Yom Kippur, where there is no sin that was deferred, since its proper 
performance is for the High Priest to hold it with his left hand, as he 
must hold both the coal pan and the spoon of incense. 


Rav Ashi said: The frontplate does not atone for the sin of sacrificing 
an offering with the left hand for a different reason: The verse states: 
“And Aaron shall bear the sin committed with the sacred items 
[hakodashim],’ demonstrating that the frontplate atones for a sin 
inherent in the offering itself, and not for a sin committed by those 
who bring the offering [hamakdishin]. 
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Rav Sima, son of Rav Idi, said to Rav Ashi; and some say that it was 

Rav Sima, son of Rav Ashi, who said to Rav Ashi: But why not say 
that the frontplate atones for the sin of a blemished animal that is 

sacrificed, as its general prohibition was permitted in certain cir- 
cumstances, specifically in the case of birds? As the Master says: The 

halakha that an offering must be unblemished and the halakha that 

a burnt offering must be male are taught with regard to animal 

offerings, but there is no requirement that an offering must be 

unblemished and male with regard to birds.” 


Rav Ashi said to him: With regard to your claim, the verse states 
about blemished animals: “It shall not be accepted” (Leviticus 
22:23), and: “But whatsoever has a blemish that you shall not bring; 
for it shall not be acceptable for you” (Leviticus 22:20), teaching 
thatin no case are blemished animals accepted as offerings, even due 
to the frontplate. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: In the case of blood of an offering 
that became impure" and a priest sprinkled it on the altar, ifhe did 
so unwittingly, the offering is accepted and effects atonement for 
the owner of the offering. Ifhe sprinkled the blood intentionally, the 
offering is not accepted. In what case is this statement said? In the 
case of the offering of an individual. But in the case of a communal 
offering, whether he sprinkled the blood unwittingly or whether he 
did so intentionally, the offering is accepted. And in the case of an 
offering of a gentile where the blood of the offering became impure, 
whether the priest sprinkled the blood unwittingly or whether 
he did so intentionally, whether he did so due to circumstances 
beyond his control or whether he did so willingly, 


HALAKHA 


There is no requirement that an offering must be unblemished 
and male with regard to birds - nisiya nnan nan py: It is not 
necessary for a bird offering to be male; female birds may be used 
for any bird offering. Likewise, there is no requirement for a bird 


offering to be unblemished. This applies only to minor blemishes, 


but if the bird's wing dried out or it was missing an eye or leg, it is 


disqualified from being used as an offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 


Blood that became impure - Kay% 07: According to the Ram- 
bam, the blood of consecrated animals is not susceptible to ritual 
impurity. This ruling does not accord with the baraita cited here, 
as well as other sources, but is consistent with the ruling of Rabbi 
Yosei ben Yo'ezer of Tzereida (see Eduyyot 8:4) and the statement of 
Rav Pappa in tractate Pesahim (17b). According to Rashi, Rav Pappa 
retracted his statement, and the blood of consecrated animals is 


Hilkhot Issurei Mizbe'ah 3:1). 
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susceptible to ritual impurity (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 1:36). 


the offering is not accepted, as the verse states with regard to the 
frontplate: “That it may be accepted for them before the Lord” (Exo- 
dus 28:38), with the term “for them” teaching that this applies only 
for Jews, not for gentiles. 


And the Gemara raises a contradiction from another baraita: For 
what does the frontplate worn by the High Priest effect acceptance? 
It effects acceptance for the blood, for the flesh, and for the fat of 
an offering that became impure in the Temple, whether they were 
rendered impure unwittingly or intentionally, whether due to cir- 
cumstances beyond one’s control or willfully, whether in the case 
of the offering of an individual or in the case of a communal offering. 
In contrast to the statement of the previous baraita, this baraita 
teaches that the frontplate does effect acceptance in the case of an 
individual offering for blood that became impure and was sprinkled 
intentionally. 
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BACKGROUND 
Teruma — maA: Whenever this term appears wi 
out qualification, itis referring to teruma gedola, t 
great teruma. The Torah commands that “the fi 
fruit of your oil, your wine, and your grain” (Nu 


th- 
he 
rst 
m- 


bers 18:12) must be given to the priest. The Sages 


extended the scope of this mitzva to include 


all 


produce. This mitzva applies only in Eretz Yisrael. 


After the first fruits have been set aside from t 
new crop, a certain portion of the remaining p 
duce must be given to the priests. While the Tor: 


he 
ro- 
ah 


does not specify the amount of teruma that must 


be donated, and one can fulfill his obligation 
Torah law by separating a single kerne 


by 


of grain 


from an entire heap, the Sages established fixed 


measures for teruma: One-fortieth of the produ 


ce 


for a generous gift, one-fiftieth for an average gift, 
and one-sixtieth for a miserly gift. One may not set 
aside the other tithes until he has set aside teruma. 


Teruma is considered sanctified and may 
eaten only by a priest and his household while th 


are in a state of ritual purity (see Leviticus 22:9-15). 


To emphasize this requisite state of ritual purity, t 
Sages obligated the priests to wash their han 
before partaking of teruma. This is the source 


bread. A ritually impure priest or a non-priest w 


he practice of washing one's hands prior to eating 


be 
ey 


he 
ds 
for 


No 


eats teruma is subject to the penalty of death at t 
hand of Heaven. If teruma contracts ritual impuri 


he 
ity, 


it may no longer be eaten and must be destroyed. 
evertheless, it remains the property of the priest 
and he may derive benefit from its destruction. 
owadays, teruma is not given to priests because 
hey have no definite proof of their priestly lineage. 
The obligation to separate teruma remains in force, 


although only a small portion of the produce is 


separated and then disposed of. 
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Rav Yosef said: This is not difficult. This baraita, which teaches that 
the frontplate effects acceptance for impure blood of an individual 
offering that was sprinkled intentionally, is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei, whereas that baraita, which teaches that the 
frontplate does not effect acceptance, is in accordance with the 
opinion of the Rabbis. As it is taught in a baraita: One may not 
separate teruma® from ritually impure produce for ritually pure 
produce. And if he separated teruma from impure produce 
unwittingly," his teruma is considered teruma, but if he did so 
intentionally, the Sages penalize him and his teruma is not teruma. 
Rabbi Yosei says: Whether he did so unwittingly or intentionally, 
his teruma is teruma. Like the ruling found in the second baraita, 
Rabbi Yosei does not distinguish between a case where one acted 
unwittingly and where one acted intentionally. 


The Gemara objects to the comparison: You can say that you heard 
that Rabbi Yosei holds that the Sages do not penalize him. Did you 
hear him say, as the baraita teaches, that the frontplate effects 
acceptance for the impurity of the portions of offerings that are to 
be eaten? But isn’t it taught in a baraita that Rabbi Eliezer says: 
The frontplate effects acceptance for the impurity of the portions 
of offerings that are to be eaten, and Rabbi Yosei says: The front- 
plate does not effect acceptance for the impurity of portions of 
offerings that are to be eaten?" 


The Gemara answers: Reverse the opinions, so that Rabbi Eliezer 
says: The frontplate does not effect acceptance for the impurity 
of the portions of offerings that are to be eaten, and Rabbi Yosei 
says: The frontplate does effect acceptance for the impurity of 
portions of offerings that are to be eaten. 


Rav Sheshet objects to this: And are you able to reverse the opin- 
ions and say that according to Rabbi Eliezer the frontplate does not 
effect acceptance for the impurity of portions that are to be eaten? 
But isn’t it taught in a baraita: One might have thought that one 
who partakes of impure sacrificial meat, i.e., one who partakes of 
the meat while in a state of ritual impurity, before the sprinkling of 
the blood takes place, is liable for eating it due to violation of the 
prohibition against partaking of the meat while ritually impure. 


To counter this, the verse states: “Every one that is ritually pure 
may eat of it” (Leviticus 7:19), and immediately afterward the verse 
states: “But the soul that eats of the meat of the sacrifice of peace 
offerings, that belong to the Lord, having his impurity upon him, 
that soul shall be cut off from his people” (Leviticus 7:20). The 
juxtaposition of these verses teaches that if one who is impure par- 
takes of that which has become permitted to those who are ritually 
pure, he is liable for eating it due to violation of the prohibition 
against partaking of the meat while ritually impure. 


HALAKHA 


If he separated teruma from impure produce unwittingly, etc. - 
3) axiwa DIA OK: It is prohibited to separate teruma from ritually 

impure produce to render pure produce permitted. If one did so 

unwittingly, his teruma is considered teruma, but if he acted inten- 
tionally the produce remains untithed, and he must separate teruma 

again. The impure produce he set aside as teruma is also teruma. The 

halakha is in accordance with the mishna in tractate Terumot (2:2) 

and the explanation of Rav Natan, son of Rabbi Oshaya, on Yevamot 
89a (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Terumot 5:8). 


MENAHOT : PEREK III : 25B ° 13.973 p75 


The frontplate does not effect acceptance for the impurity of 
portions of offerings that are to be eaten — by ALVA PNT ps 
nix: The frontplate effects acceptance for the ritual impurity 
of several components of the offerings in the Temple, including 
the fat, the portions of the offering that are consumed on the altar, 
and the sacrificial limbs of the burnt offering. It does not effect 
acceptance for the ritual impurity of the portions of offerings that 
are consumed by the priests. This is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yosei because there is no other tanna who agrees with 
Rabbi Eliezer that the frontplate effects acceptance for the impurity 
of portions of offerings that are consumed by the priests (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 4:7, and see Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 1:34). 
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But if one who is impure partakes of that which is not permitted to 
those who are pure," he is not liable for eating it due to violation of 
the prohibition against partaking of the meat while ritually impure. 
Since it is not permitted to eat the sacrificial meat before the sprinkling 
of the blood, one who partakes of it at that point is not liable to receive 
karet for eating it while ritually impure. 


The baraita continues: Or perhaps, is the verse teaching only that if 
one who is impure partakes of that which is eaten by those who are 
ritually pure, he is liable for eating it due to violation of the prohibi- 
tion against partaking of the meat while ritually impure; but in a case 
where he partakes of that which is not eaten by those who are ritu- 
ally pure, he is not liable for eating it due to violation of the prohibi- 
tion against partaking of the meat while ritually impure despite the 
fact that its blood has already been sprinkled? I would then exclude 
sacrificial meat that was left overnight and meat that leaves the 
Temple courtyard, which are not permitted to be eaten by those who 
are ritually pure, and I would derive that one who is impure who 
partakes of them is not liable for eating them. 


Therefore, the verse states: “That belong to the Lord,” which teaches 
that the verse included leftover meat and meat that leaves the Temple 
courtyard in the prohibition, and one who partakes of them while 
impure is liable for partaking of them. 


One might have thought that I include in the prohibition the meat 
that was rendered piggul through one’s intention of consuming it after 
its designated time and the meat that was rendered notar. 


The baraita interjects: Isn’t notar identical to meat that was left over- 
night, and it has already been established that one is liable for partak- 
ing of leftover meat while in an impure state? Rather, what is meant 
is as follows: One might have thought to include in the prohibition 
even the meats that were rendered piggul, just as notar is included. 
Therefore, the verse states: “Of the meat of the sacrifice of peace 
offerings,” and the term “of the meat” excluded one who is impure 
who partakes of piggul. 


The baraita asks: And what did you see to include these, i.e., leftover 
meat and meat that leaves the courtyard, and to exclude those, i.e., 
piggul? It answers: After the verse included some offerings and 
excluded others, you should say the following: I include these, the 
leftover meat and the meat that leaves the Temple courtyard, as they 
had a period of fitness after their blood was sprinkled, before they 
were rendered unfit by being left over or by leaving the Temple 
courtyard. And I exclude those, piggul, as they never had a period of 
fitness, as they were already unfit when the blood was sprinkled. 


The baraita concludes: And if you say that if that is the case, then with 
regard to sacrificial meat that became impure before the sprinkling 
of the blood, and one who was impure ate it after the sprinkling of 
the blood, for what reason is he liable for eating it due to violation 
of the prohibition against partaking of the meat while ritually impure 
ifit never had a period of fitness? The answer is that he is liable because 
the frontplate effects acceptance and the sprinkling is valid. 


It arises from this baraita that if the offering became impure, then yes, 
the frontplate effects acceptance; but in the case of sacrificial meat that 
leaves the Temple courtyard, the frontplate does not effect acceptance, 
and therefore it was never considered to have a period of fitness. 


Rav Sheshet nowstates his question: Who did you hear who says that 
the sprinkling of the blood is not effective in the case of sacrificial 
meat that leaves the Temple courtyard? This is the opinion of Rabbi 
Eliezer, as seen in tractate Me’ila (6b), and yet although this baraita is 
then clearly in accordance with his opinion, it teaches that the front- 
plate effects acceptance for the impurity of the portions of offerings 
that are to be eaten. Therefore, this too is the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, 
and the opinions in the baraita cited above should not be reversed. 


HALAKHA 


But if one who is impure partakes of that which 

is not permitted to those who are pure — 1yxw 

pra am): If one who is ritually impure partakes 

of the sacrificial meat before its blood is sprinkled, 

he is not liable for eating it due to violation of the 

prohibition against partaking of sacrificial meat 
while ritually impure. This is because in the case 

of any item that has permitting factors, one is not 
liable for the prohibitions of piggul, notar, or impu- 
rity until the permitting factors were sacrificed 

properly (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 18:16). 
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Rather, Rav Hisda said: It is not difficult. This baraita, which 
teaches that the frontplate effects acceptance for the impurity of the 
portions of offerings that are to be eaten, is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, whereas that baraita, which teaches that 
the frontplate does not effect acceptance, is in accordance with the 
opinion of the Rabbis. 


The Gemara asks: You can say that you heard that Rabbi Fliezer 
holds that the frontplate effects acceptance for the impurity of the 
portions of offerings that are to be eaten, but did you hear him say 
that the Sages did not penalize one who acted willfully? The Gemara 
answers: Yes. Just as you heard that Rabbi Yosei holds with regard 
to teruma that one who separated impure produce on behalf of pure 
produce is not penalized, you heard that Rabbi Fliezer holds the 
same. This is as itis taught in a baraita: Rabbi Eliezer says: Whether 
one acted unwittingly or intentionally, his teruma is teruma. 


The Gemara objects: You can say that you heard Rabbi Eliezer state 
this halakha with regard to teruma, which is lenient, but did you 
hear him say this with regard to consecrated items, which are more 
severe? The Gemara answers: Ifit is so that Rabbi Eliezer does not 
hold the same opinion with regard to consecrated items, to whom 
will you attribute this baraita that rules that the Sages did not penal- 
ize one who acted willfully? Rather, it must be that this is the opinion 
of Rabbi Eliezer. 


Ravina said that the contradiction between the two baraitot should 
be resolved as follows: With regard to the circumstances of the con- 
traction of its ritual impurity, regardless of whether the blood was 
rendered impure unwittingly or intentionally, the frontplate effects 
acceptance for the impurity and the offering is accepted, as the 
second baraita teaches. By contrast, with regard to the sprinkling of 
the blood, if it was unwittingly sprinkled after becoming ritually 
impure, meaning that the priest was unaware that it was impure, then 
the offering is accepted, but if it was intentionally sprinkled after 
becoming impure, it is not accepted," as the first baraita teaches. 


And Rabbi Sheila said the opposite resolution: With regard to the 
sprinkling of the blood, whether it was performed unwittingly or 
intentionally, the offering is accepted. By contrast, with regard to 
the circumstances of the contraction of its ritual impurity, if it was 
rendered impure unwittingly the offering is accepted, and if it was 
rendered impure intentionally it is not accepted. 


The Gemara explains: And according to Rav Sheila, concerning that 
which is taught in the second baraita, that the frontplate effects 
acceptance for blood that was rendered impure regardless of 
whether it happened unwittingly or intentionally, this is what it is 
saying: If the blood was rendered impure unwittingly and one 
sprinkled its blood, whether it was sprinkled unwittingly or inten- 
tionally, it is accepted. 


HALAKHA 


If it was unwittingly sprinkled the offering is accepted but if 
it was intentionally sprinkled it is not accepted - Ayn aiwa 
ayaa x “Pma: If it was discovered before the blood was sprinkled 


that the meat of a Paschal offering had become ritually impure, 


even though the portions that are consumed on the altar remain 
pure, its blood should not be sprinkled on the altar. If the blood 
is sprinkled, it is not valid even after the fact. If the impurity was 
not discovered until after the blood was sprinkled, the offering is 
accepted, because the frontplate effects acceptance in cases where 
the blood is unwittingly sprinkled while the meat is impure, but not 
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in cases where the blood is intentionally sprinkled while the meat is 
impure. This is in accordance with the opinion of Ravina, since he is 
a later amora, and this ruling is in accordance with the inference of 
the mishna in tractate Pesahim (80b). It also accords with the word- 
ing of the baraita. Although the Rambam rules that the frontplate 
does not effect acceptance for the ritual impurity of the portions of 
offerings that are eaten, this is not the halakha with regard to the 
Paschal offering, whose primary purpose is to be eaten (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 4:2 and Mahari Kurkus there, and 
see Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 4:6). 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek III 
Daf26 Amuda 


YW - awa |p KAVI OT pow NA 
KOVI OFT NKP I7 MYPA x) - Pma 
-WI Mv) PA paawa pa pn 

aypa xd - Paypa 


The Gemara suggests a refutation of Rav Sheila’s opinion based on 
the first baraita: Come and hear: In the case of blood of an offering 
that became impure and a priest sprinkled it on the altar, if he did 
so unwittingly, the offering is accepted and achieves atonement for 
the owner of the offering. Ifhe sprinkled the blood intentionally, the 
offering is not accepted. This contradicts Rav Sheila’s statement that 
even if the priest sprinkled the blood intentionally, it is accepted. The 
Gemara rejects this proof: According to Rav Sheila, this is what the 
baraita is saying: In the case of blood that became impure and a 
priest sprinkled it, whether it was sprinkled unwittingly or inten- 
tionally, ifit was rendered impure unwittingly it is accepted, but if 
it was rendered impure intentionally then it is not accepted. 
M I S H N If after the handful was removed the remain- 
der of the meal offering became ritually 
impure, or if the remainder of the meal offering was burned," or if 
the remainder of the meal offering was lost, according to the prin- 
ciple of Rabbi Eliezer, who says that with regard to an animal offer- 
ing the blood is fit for sprinkling even if there is no meat that can be 
eaten, the meal offering is fit, and the priest burns the handful. But 
according to the principle of Rabbi Yehoshua, who says that with 
regard to an animal offering the blood is fit for sprinkling only if there 
is meat that can be eaten, it is unfit and the priest does not burn the 
handful, as the handful serves to render permitted the remainder. 


GE M ARA With regard to the mishna’s statement that 


according to Rabbi Yehoshua the meal offer- 
ing is unfit if its remainder is rendered impure, Rav says: And this is 
the halakha only when all of its remainder became impure." But if 
only a part of its remainder became impure, the meal offering is not 
unfit. 
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The Gemara comments: It enters your mind that Rav holds that only 
ifa part of the remainder became impure, then yes, the meal offering 
is fit; but if part of the remainder was lost or burned, then the meal 
offering is not fit. The Gemara asks: What does Rav hold? Ifhe holds 
that what remains is significant, so that even if a portion of the 
remainder cannot be eaten the handful is still sacrificed to render the 
rest permitted, then why would this not also be the halakha even if 
part of the remainder was lost or burned? Alternatively, if he holds 
that what remains is not significant, and the Gemara interjects: And 
accordingly, what is the reason that the handful is sacrificed if a part 
of the remainder became impure? It is because the frontplate effects 
acceptance for the impurity; if that is so, then even if all of the 
remainder became impure, the handful should still be sacrificed. 
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HALAKHA 


If the remainder of it became ritually impure or if the remainder of 
it was burned — PPY DWI PPH IKII: If the priest removed the 
handful from the meal offering and then all of the remainder became 
ritually impure, was burned, left the Temple courtyard, or was lost, the 
handful should not be sacrificed. If it was nevertheless sacrificed, it is 
accepted after the fact. Other commentaries object, as this ruling is 
not stated in a case where the remainder was lost or burned (see Zevah 
Toda). Some explain that the Rambam rules in accordance with Rabbi 
Yosei in tractate Pesahim (78b), and not in accordance with Rabbi 


Yehoshua (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 11:20, 
and see Kesef Mishne and Lehem Mishne there). 


And this is when all of its remainder became impure - xm 
mye bs yxavaw: If a part of the remainder is still fit, then the 
priest should burn the handful and the remainder is not permitted 
to be eaten. This is in accordance with the opinion of Rav and the 
Gemara’s conclusion on 9b (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 11:20). 
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NOTES 


What remains is significant - x71 xon KPW: This 
question is discussed by Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish 
(9a). According to Rabbi Yohanan, if the meal offering 
was missing but a part of the remainder was left, then 
according to Rabbi Yehoshua the handful is still burned. 
Rabbi Yohanan agrees with Reish Lakish that the remain- 
der may not be eaten. 


HALAKHA 


All the offerings in the Torah from which there 
remains an olive-bulk — waww minag wna bs 
M3 ya: With regard to all offerings that were lost or 
burned after their blood was collected, if there remains 
an olive-bulk of their meat or of the sacrificial portions, 
he blood is presented on the altar, and if not then the 
blood is not presented. In the case of a burnt offering, 
even if there remains only half an olive-bulk of meat 
and half an olive-bulk from the sacrificial portions, the 
blood is presented, since the entire offering is burned 
on the altar. This is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehoshua (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 1:30). 
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The Gemara explains: Actually, he holds that what remains is 
significant,’ and just as when a part of the remainder became 
impure but the offering is still fit, the rest of the remainder is 
sacrificed, the same is true with regard to a case where a part of 
the remainder was lost or burned. And the reason that he stated 
this halakha specifically in a case where it became impure is that 
he employed the terminology of the beginning of the mishna, 
which discusses a case where the remainder became impure. 


Rava’s statement accords with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua, as 
it is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yehoshua says: With regard to 
all the offerings in the Torah from which there remains an 
olive-bulk" of meat that is fit to be eaten or an olive-bulk of fat 
that is fit to be sacrificed on the altar, the priest sprinkles the 
blood. Similarly, ifa part of the remainder can be eaten the hand- 
ful is still sacrificed, as the status of the remainder relative to the 
handful corresponds to the status of the meat relative to the 


blood. 


The Gemara cites the continuation of the baraita: If all that 

remains is half an olive-bulk of meat and half an olive-bulk of 
fat, the priest does not sprinkle the blood. This is because the 

half olive-bulk of meat and the half olive-bulk of fat do not com- 
bine to form one olive-bulk, since the former is eaten and the 

latter is sacrificed on the altar. And with regard to a burnt offer- 
ing, even if all that was left was half an olive-bulk of meat and 

halfan olive-bulk of fat, the priest sprinkles the blood, because 

it is consumed on the altar in its entirety. Since both the meat 
and the fat are sacrificed on the altar, they combine to form one 

olive-bulk. And with regard to a meal offering, although all of 
it remains pure, the priest shall not sprinkle the blood. 


The Gemara questions the last ruling of the baraita: What is the 
mention of a meal offering doing here? The discussion is about 
sprinkling blood, which is not relevant in the case of a meal 
offering. Rav Pappa said: The meal offering mentioned is the 
meal offering that accompanies the libations that accompany 
animal offerings. It could enter your mind to say: Since this meal 
offering accompanies the animal offering, it is comparable to 
the offering itself, and therefore if the offering became impure 
but the meal offering remained pure, the blood of the offering is 
sprinkled due to the remaining meal offering. To counter this, 
the baraita teaches us that this is not the halakha. 


The Gemara returns to its discussion of the halakha that if only 
an olive-bulk of the fat remains, the priest sprinkles the blood of 
the offering. From where is this matter derived? Rabbi Yohanan 
says in the name of Rabbi Yishmael, and there are those who 
determined that it was stated in the name of Rabbi Yehoshua 
ben Hananya: The verse states: “And the priest shall sprinkle 
the blood against the altar of the Lord at the door of the Tent of 
Meeting, and he shall make the fat smoke for a pleasing aroma 
to the Lord” (Leviticus 17:6). This verse never mentions the 
meat, but only the fat, indicating that the blood is sprinkled even 
if there is no ritually pure meat, but only fat. 


The Gemara asks: And we found a source for the halakha that 
the priest sprinkles the blood if only fat remains. From where 
do we derive that the priest sprinkles the blood if all that is left 
is the lobe of the liver or the two kidneys, which are also sacri- 
ficed on the altar? The Gemara answers: The halakha that the 
priest sprinkles the blood in that case is derived from that which 
is taught at the end of the baraita: And with regard to a meal 
offering, although all of it remains pure, the priest shall not 
sprinkle the blood. This teaches that it is in the case of a meal 
offering that the priest shall not sprinkle the blood, as the meal 
offering is not part of the animal; but if the lobe of the liver or 
the two kidneys remain, the priest sprinkles the blood. 
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The Gemara asks: From where do we derive this halakha? The 
Gemara answers that Rabbi Yohanan himself says: The verse 
states: “For a pleasing aroma to the Lord” (Leviticus 17:6). This 
teaches that the blood is sprinkled whenever anything that you 
offer up on the altar for a pleasing aroma remains. This includes 
anything burned on the altar. 


The Gemara notes: And it was necessary to write “fat” in that 
verse, and it was necessary to write “for a pleasing aroma.’ As, if 
the Merciful One had written only “fat,” I would say that if fat 
remains, yes, the priest sprinkles the blood, but if only the lobe of 
the liver or the two kidneys remain, since they are not as signifi- 
cant as the fat, the blood is not sprinkled. Therefore, the Merciful 
One wrote “for a pleasing aroma.” And if the Merciful One had 
written only “for a pleasing aroma,” I would say that it includes 
even a meal offering brought with the libations that accompany 
animal offerings. Therefore, the Merciful One wrote “fat,” to teach 
that this halakha applies only to sacrificial parts of the animal, but 
not to accompanying libations and meal offerings. 


MI S HN A handful of a meal offering that was not 


sanctified in a service vessel" is unfit, and 
Rabbi Shimon deems it fit. If the priest burned the handful of a 
meal offering twice, i.e., in two increments, it is fit. 


G E M ARA Rabbi Yehuda, son of Rabbi Hiyya, says: 

What is the reasoning of Rabbi Shimon? 
The verse states with regard to a meal offering: “It is most holy, as 
the sin offering, and as the guilt offering” (Leviticus 6:10). Rabbi 
Shimon derives from here that the handful of the meal offering may 
be placed on the altar in the manner of the blood of either a sin 
offering or a guilt offering. If a priest comes to perform the sacri- 
ficial rites of a meal offering with his hand, as one performs the 
sprinkling of the blood of a sin offering, which is performed with 
the priest's right index finger, he must perform its rites with his 
right hand, like the sin offering. Ifhe performs the sacrificial rites 
with a vessel, as one performs the sprinkling of the blood ofa guilt 
offering, whose blood is sprinkled from a vessel on the altar and 
whose sprinkling may be performed with the priest’s left hand, he 
may perform its rites with his left hand, like the guilt offering." 


And Rabbi Yannai says: According to Rabbi Shimon there are no 
restrictions on the manner in which the handful is sacrificed, as 
once the priest has removed the handful from a service vessel, 
he may bring it up and burn it even if he placed it in his belt, or 
even in an earthenware vessel.’ Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak says: 
All concede that the handful requires sanctification’ in a service 
vessel before it is sacrificed. 


NOTES 


If he performs the sacrificial rites with a vessel he may perform 
its rites with his left hand like the guilt offering - m73iy oa 
DUS byinwa: It is permitted for the priest to perform these rites 
even with his left hand, as Rabbi Shimon holds that the rites of the 
guilt offering, as well as any other offering whose blood is presented 
on the altar from a vessel and not with a finger, may be performed 
with the left hand as well as with the right. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak says: All concede that the handful 
requires sanctification - yaipa oti Yan wax poy va yam 31 
wyp pyww: According to Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak, when the 
mishna states that Rabbi Shimon deems the handful fit even without 
sanctification in a service vessel, it means that once the handful is 
sanctified in a service vessel, it does not need to be brought to the 
altar and sacrificed in a service vessel. 


HALAKHA 
A handful that was not sanctified in a service 
vessel - nw dpa xbw: If the meal offering or 
handful was not sanctified in a service vessel, or 
if the handful was not sacrificed on the altar in a 
service vessel, it is unfit, in accordance with the 
opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hil- 
khot Pesulei HaMukdashin 11:6). 


BACKGROUND 


Vessel [makeida] — npp: This is a vessel generally 
made of clay. According to the geonim, it is identi- 
cal to a vessel known as a kod, which is made of 
either clay or wood. It was used primarily for drink- 
ing, and some say that it was made in such a man- 
ner that it could easily be disassembled into two 
parts, so that each part could be used separately. 
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HALAKHA 


The burning of the fats and the limbs, etc. - 
^ 03%) oan wp: With regard to the por- 
tions of offerings that are burned on the altar, the 

limbs of burnt offerings, the handful of the meal 

offering, the frankincense, and the meal offerings 

that are burned after being sanctified in a service 

vessel, if any of these were placed on the altar’s 

fire, either by hand or in a vessel, using either 
one's right or left hand, they are fit, in accordance 

with the baraita. The Arukh HaShulhan HeAtid 

adds that in any event they must be brought 
up to the altar in a service vessel (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 2:24, and see 

Mahari Kurkus there). 
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The Gemara raises an objection to the statement of Rabbi Yehuda, 
son of Rabbi Hiyya, from a baraita (Tosefta, Zevahim 1:11): With 
regard to the burning of the fats, and the limbs," and the wood that 
were brought up to the altar, that the priest brought them up to the 
altar, whether by hand or with a vessel, whether with the right hand 
or with the left hand, they are fit. With regard to the handful, and 
the incense, and the frankincense, that the priest brought them up 
to the altar, whether by hand or with a vessel, whether with the 
right hand or with the left hand, they are fit. The Gemara suggests: 
This is a conclusive refutation? of the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, son 
of Rabbi Hiyya, who stated that if the handful is sacrificed by hand, 
it must be sacrificed only with the right hand. 


The Gemara responds: Rabbi Yehuda, son of Rabbi Hiyya, could 
say to you that the tanna of the baraita teaches it disjunctively, and 
the statement should be understood as follows: If these items are 
brought up by hand, with the right hand, or with a vessel, whether 
with the right hand or with the left, they are fit. 


The Gemara attempts to refute the opinion of Rav Nahman bar 
Yitzhak that all concede that the handful requires sanctification in a 
service vessel before it is sacrificed. Come and hear that which is 
taught in a baraita: If the priest removed the handful, but not from 
a service vessel, and sanctified it, but not in a service vessel, and 
brought it up and burned it, but not in a service vessel, then it is 
unfit. Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Shimon deem it fit in a case where 
the handful had been placed in any type of vessel. This contradicts 
Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak’s claim that all concede that the handful 
must be sanctified in a service vessel. 


The Gemara responds: Say that according to Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi 
Shimon, from the point when the handful has been placed in a ser- 
vice vessel and sanctified and onward, it is no longer necessary to 
take it in a service vessel to the altar to sacrifice it. Therefore, the 
baraita does not contradict Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak’s statement. 


The Gemara suggests another refutation of Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak’s 

opinion from a baraita (Tosefta 4:15). Come and hear: And the Rab- 
bis say: The handful requires sanctification in a service vessel. How 
is this sanctification performed? The priest removes the handful 

from a service vessel, and sanctifies it in a service vessel, and 

brings it up and burns it in a service vessel. Rabbi Shimon says: 
Once the handful is removed from a service vessel, the priest may 
bring it up and burn it even if it is not in a service vessel, and this 

is sufficient for it. This baraita demonstrates that, in contrast to Rav 
Nahman bar Yitzhak’s statement, Rabbi Shimon does not hold that 
the handful must be sanctified in a service vessel. 


The Gemara answers: Say that according to Rabbi Shimon, once the 
priest removes the handful and sanctifies it in a service vessel, he 
may bring it up and burn it, and this is sufficient for it. 


The Gemara suggests another proof. Come and hear: If the priest 
removed the handful with his right hand and put it in his left hand, 
he shall return it to his right hand. If the handful was in his left hand 


Conclusive refutation [teyuvta] - 
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xaz: This term is usually used 
when the Gemara presents a conclusive refutation of an amoraic 
statement on the basis of a tannaitic source that contradicts the 
statement of the amora. This is one of several expressions based on 
the Aramaic root tav, vav, beit that have the connotation of refutation. 
When an amora objects to the opinion of another amora, citing a 
tannaitic source, the expression used is eitivei, meaning: He raised 


BACKGROUND 
an objection to him. When an amora raises an objection against an 
unattributed amoraic opinion, citing a tannaitic source, the expres- 
sion employed is meitiv, meaning: He raised an objection. When the 
Gemara itself raises an objection citing a tannaitic source, the term 
is meitivei, meaning that the Gemara raises an objection. When the 
refutation is conclusive, the expression teyuvta is often used, bringing 
the discussion to a close. 
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and he intended" to partake of the meal offering in an improper 
manner, whether outside its designated area or beyond its desig- 
nated time, the offering is not valid, but there is no liability to 
receive karet if one partakes of it. 


The Gemara presents an alternative version of this baraita: If, while 
the handful was in his right hand, he intended to partake of the 
meal offering outside its designated area, the offering is not valid, 
but there is no liability to receive karet if one partakes of it. If he 
intended to partake of it beyond its designated time, then the 
offering is piggul and one who partakes of it is liable to receive karet. 
This is the statement of Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Shimon. 


And the Rabbis say: Once he put the handful in his left hand," the 
placing of it in his left hand renders it unfit and it cannot be ren- 
dered fit by returning it to his right hand. What is the reason? It is 
because it requires sanctification in a service vessel, and once he 
put it in his left hand, it is considered like blood that spilled from 
an animal’s neck" onto the floor before being collected in a service 
vessel and one then gathered it, which is unfit and cannot be 
rendered fit by then being placed in a service vessel. 


The Gemara notes: By inference, one can conclude that Rabbi 
Elazar and Rabbi Shimon do not require sanctification of the 
handful by placing it in a service vessel. Accordingly, this serves as 
a conclusive refutation of the opinion of Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak, 
who stated that even Rabbi Shimon requires sanctification in a 
service vessel. The Gemara affirms: This is a conclusive refutation 
of his opinion. 


The baraita teaches that according to Rabbi Shimon, if the priest 
transferred the handful to his left hand he should return the handful 
to his right hand. The Gemara comments: This supports the state- 
ment of Rabbi Yehuda, son of Rabbi Hiyya, as he said that accord- 
ing to the opinion of Rabbi Shimon the rites of the meal offering 
must be performed with the priest’s right hand. The Gemara asks: 
Shall we say that this baraita is a conclusive refutation of the 
opinion of Rabbi Yannai, as it teaches that the handful must be 
transferred back to his right hand, whereas he states that once the 
handful has been removed from a service vessel it may be sacrificed 
in any manner? 


The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yannai could say to you: I stated my 
ruling in accordance with the opinion of the tanna who taught that 
the burning of the fats and the limbs and the sacrifice of the meal 
offering can all take place with either the right or left hand. And I 
hold that he does not teach it disjunctively, as it was explained in 
order to reconcile the baraita with the statement of Rabbi Yehuda, 
son of Rabbi Hiyya. Rather, it is to be understood according to its 
straightforward meaning. 


NOTES 


And he intended, etc. - 15) pw agm: Even if the priest 


intended to partake of the offering after its designated time, 


there is no punishment of karet since the improper intent 


disqualifies only an offering whose rites were otherwise per- 


formed properly (see 5b), and if the rites of the meal offering 
were performed with the priest's left hand then Rabbi Shimon 
does not hold that they were performed properly. 

Rashi explains that this is a case where the priest first 


removed the handful with his right hand and then transferred 
it to his left hand, at which point the improper intention took 
place. By contrast, it is explained in Tosafot Hitzoniyyot that the 
baraita is referring to a case where the handful was removed 
with the priest's left hand, and it is therefore rendered unfit 
even according to Rabbi Shimon, and not because of the 
improper intention. Alternatively, it is a case where the priest 
used his left hand when burning the handful. 


HALAKHA 


Once he put the handful in his left hand — bxnw) janaw Y2: 
If the priest removed the handful with his right hand, then 
transferred it to his left hand, and afterward placed it in a 
vessel, it is unfit, in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 11:2). 


Blood that spilled from an animal’s neck — xxn aww 07 
mara: If one slaughtered an animal, collected the blood in a 
vessel, and then the blood spilled on the floor and was gath- 
ered up, it is fit to be presented. If the blood spilled directly 
from the slaughtered animal's neck onto the floor and was 
then gathered up and placed in a service vessel, the offering 
is disqualified. This is based on Zevahim 25a and 32a (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 1:25). 


163 


13913 p3 - MENAHOT ' PEREK IIT - 26B 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


HALAKHA 


There is no significance to a handful that is less 
than the size of two olives - om swn nina yaip px: 
The handful of a meal offering may not be less than two 
olive-bulks. The halakha is in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi because the halakha is 
normally in accordance with his opinion in his disputes 
with Rabbi Yohanan, and furthermore, it is also the 
opinion of Rava on 58b (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 13:14, and see Kesef Mishne there). 


There is no significance to burning less than an olive- 
bulk — mt31a amna MPA p: The Rambam writes that 
a handful that was removed in two increments is fit. 
According to the Mishne LaMelekh, the correct version 

of the text of the Rambam refers to a handful that was 

burned in two increments. This is the halakha even if 
it was burned in many increments, provided that an 

entire olive-bulk is burned at once, since there is no sig- 
nificance to burning less than an olive-bulk on the altar. 
The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 

Yehoshua ben Levi because the halakha is normally in 

accordance with his opinion in his disputes with Rabbi 

Yohanan. Furthermore, it is also the opinion of Rava on 

58b (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 

11:15, and see Kesef Mishne and Or Same‘ah there). 


From when the fire consumes most of the handful — 
iana WNT ny ja mynwn: The remainder of the meal 

offering may be eaten once the fire consumes most of 
the handful. This is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yohanan, since the discussion of the amora‘im 

focuses on his opinion (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh HaKkorbanot 12:13, and see Kesef Mishne there). 


The limbs and the fats - 0°7751 O36: Any sacrificial 
item whose permitting factor was burned during the 
day may be sacrificed on the altar at night. Similarly, the 
limbs of the burnt offering may burned at any point 
during the night, until dawn. Nevertheless, in order to 
ensure that the priests would not forget to burn these 
sacrificial items, the Sages decreed that they could be 
burned only until midnight. Some early commentaries 
do not hold that the Sages prohibited burning them 
after midnight (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 4:2, and see Mishne LaMelekh there). 


LANGUAGE 

Fats [pedarim] - 09778: This is the plural form of the 
biblical term peder (Leviticus 1:8), meaning fat. Some 
understand that it is related to the Akkadian term 
pitru, meaning oil. The Rambam explains based on the 
mishna in tractate Yoma (26a) that it refers to a specific 
thin layer of fat that separates the upper and lower 
gastrointestinal tracts. 
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§ The mishna teaches: If the priest burned the handful of a meal 
offering twice, i.e., in two increments, it is fit. The Gemara com- 
ments: Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi says: The handful is fit if it is 
burned twice, where half of the handful is burned each time, but 
not if it is burned several times, in smaller increments. And Rabbi 
Yohanan says: It is fit if it is burned twice, and it is fit even if it is 
burned several times. 


The Gemara asks: What is the basis for the dispute between the 
two opinions? Rabbi Zeira said: The dispute between the two is 
with regard to whether there is significance to a handful that is less 
than the size of two olives and whether there is significance to the 
burning of less than an olive-bulk on the altar. 


Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi holds that there is no significance to a 
handful that is less than the size of two olives" and there is no 
significance to the burning of less than an olive-bulk" on the altar. 
Therefore, the mishna’s statement that the handful may be burned 
in two increments is meant literally, and the handful may be divided 
into only two equal portions, where each one contains exactly one 
olive-bulk. It may not be divided further, since doing so would result 
in the burning of less than an olive-bulk on the altar. And Rabbi 
Yohanan holds that there is significance to a handful that is less 
than the size of two olives and there is significance to the burning 
of less than an olive-bulk’ on the altar. Therefore, if the handful 
was divided into several small portions and each portion was burned 
separately, it is fit. 


§ It was stated: From when precisely does the sacrifice of the 
handful render permitted the remainder of the meal offering for 
consumption by the priests? Rabbi Hanina says: From when the 
fire takes hold ofit, i.e., when it ignites. Rabbi Yohanan says: From 
when the fire consumes most of the handful." 


Rav Yehuda said to Rabba bar Rav Yitzhak: I will explain to you 
the reasoning of Rabbi Yohanan. The verse states: “And behold, 
the smoke of the land went up as the smoke ofa furnace” (Genesis 
19:28), and a furnace does not release smoke until the fire takes 
hold of the majority of the fuel. Rabbi Yohanan derived from this 
verse that the majority of the handful must be consumed by the fire, 
since the priests are instructed to make the handful smoke, as it is 
written: “And the priest shall make the memorial part thereof smoke 
upon the altar” (Leviticus 2:2). 


Ravin bar Rav Adda said to Rava: Your students say that Rav 
Amram said that it is taught in a baraita: I have derived only with 
regard to items whose usual manner" is to be sacrificed at night, 
for example, the limbs of the burnt offering and the fats [ped- 
arim]" of the burnt offering, that the priest may bring them up 
and burn them after sunset and they are consumed throughout 
the entire night. This is derived from the verse: “This is the law of 
the burnt offering: It is that which goes up on its firewood upon the 
altar all night unto the morning” (Leviticus 6:2). 


There is significance to a handful that is less than two olives 
and there is significance to burning less than an olive-bulk — 


NOTES 


increments and the sacrifice of a handful in many increments 
(Shita Mekubbetzet, citing Rashi). 


DRIN ADIN MopT wn OT wn nins yaip w»: Rabbi Yohanan’s 


reasoning is as follows: Since a handful can consist of less than two 
olive-bulks, as a priest’s hand could be smaller than the average 
hand, resulting in a smaller handful (see Jerusalem Talmud, Yoma 
2:1), and yet the mishna here still teaches that if the handful is 
burned in two increments it is fit, it must be that less than an 
olive-bulk may be burned on the altar. Once this is established, 
there is no difference between the sacrifice of a handful in two 


Items whose usual manner, etc. — 131271 O31: The baraita 
does not mean that these items must be burned after sunset. 
Rather, they may be burned at night, although they are ideally 
sacrificed and burned during the day. For this reason, the fat is 
burned on Shabbat day, despite the fact that it could be burned 
after the conclusion of Shabbat, since it is preferable to perform 
the mitzva at its designated time (Pesahim 68b). 
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The baraita continues: With regard to items whose usual manner is 
to be sacrificed during the day," for example, the handful of the 
meal offering, the frankincense, the incense, the meal offering of 
priests, the meal offering of the anointed priest, i.e., the High Priest, 
and the meal offering that accompanies the libations, from where 
is it derived that the priest may bring them up and burn them after 
sunset? 


The Gemara interjects: Why would they be allowed to be burned after 
sunset? But didn’t you say that these are items whose usual manner 
is to be sacrificed during the day? The Gemara clarifies: Rather, the 
question of the baraita is as follows: From where is it derived that 
these items may be brought up and burned concurrent with the 
setting of the sun, in which case they are consumed throughout 
the entire night and not during the day? The verse states: “This is 
the law of the burnt offering” (Leviticus 6:2), which included 
everything that is sacrificed on the altar. 


Ravin bar Rav Adda challenges: But if the handful is brought up and 

burned concurrent with the setting of the sun, you do not find that 

the majority of it is consumed by the fire before sunset. How does 

this baraita accord with Rabbi Yohanan’s statement that the majority 
of the handful must be consumed by the fire in order to render per- 
mitted the consumption of the remainder by the priests? The Gemara 

answers: This is not difficult. Here, where the baraita does not 

require the consumption by fire of the majority of the handful, it 

is referring only to that which is required in order for the altar to 

receive the handful, so that it is considered the food of the altar and 

may continue to burn all night long. There, Rabbi Yohanan states 

that in order to render permitted the consumption of the remainder 

by the priests, the majority of the handful must be consumed by the 

fire. 


The Gemara notes: Rabbi Elazar teaches the baraita the way it was 
initially presented, as asking how it is known that items that are usu- 
ally sacrificed during the day may be burned after sunset. And he 
interprets the baraita as referring to parts of the offering that were 
dislodged from the fire after sunset, which may be returned to the 
fire throughout the night. And similarly, when Rav Dimi came from 
Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia he said that Rabbi Yannai said the baraita 
is referring to parts that were dislodged from the fire after sunset. 


The Gemara asks: And did Rabbi Yannaiin fact say this? But doesn’t 
Rabbi Yannai say: In the case of incense that was dislodged" from 
on top of the altar, the priests may not return even small lumps of 
it" to the fire? And similarly, Rav Hanina bar Minyumi from the 
school of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov taught in a baraita: The verse 
states: “That which the fire will consume of the burnt offering on 
the altar” (Leviticus 6:3)." This teaches that if parts of a burnt offer- 
ing that were partially consumed were dislodged from the external 
altar you shall return them, but you do not return incense that was 
partially consumed and was dislodged from the internal altar. The 
Gemara answers: Remove from the baraita here® the word incense, 
so that it is not included in the list of items that may be burned 
throughout the night. 


Even small lumps of it - maw pup yon: Not only are tiny crumbs 
of incense not returned to the fire, just as tendons and bones of 
offerings are not returned (Zevahim 86a), but even small lumps 
that have some importance are not returned (Rashi; commentary 


attributed to Rashba). 


NOTES 


That which the fire will consume of the burnt offering on the 
altar - nanan by aby DX vy boxn Wx: This phrase is seemingly 
superfluous, since the verse already states “and he shall remove the 
ashes.” Therefore, the verse is understood as teaching that parts of the 
burnt offering that have already been consumed by the fire but were 
dislodged should be returned to the fire (Rashi on Zevahim 83b). 
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HALAKHA 


Whose usual manner is to be sacrificed during 
the day - D}3 np 1277W: All items that are 
burned only during the day must be sacrificed 
and burned before sunset (Or Same‘ah). They may 
be consumed by the fire during the night. Such 
items include the handful of the meal offering, 
he frankincense, the incense, the meal offerings 
hat are burned on the altar, and the libations that 
accompany the sacrifice of an offering, but not 
he libations that are sacrificed alone (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 4:4-5). 


Incense that was dislodged - nypsw mip: 
n the case of incense that is dislodged from the 
altar, even significant pieces are not returned to 
he altar, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yannai (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 
UMusafin 3:2). 


BACKGROUND 

Remove from here — {3% 39: This expression 
and others like it are used only in connection with 
baraitot lacking a reliable amoraic tradition. Each 
Sage received different anthologies of baraitot, 
which he would review and transmit to others. 
Sometimes, prominent contemporaneous Sages 
would teach that a certain halakha should be 
removed from the anthology because it was 
not sufficiently reliable. This was generally done 
based on a more authoritative variant reading or 
by comparison with other accredited statements 
of those same Sages. 
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This file may not 


BACKGROUND 


Shall stand unresolved [teiku] - 17: Various explana- 
tions have been offered with regard to the etymology 
of this term. One explanation is that the word is an 
abbreviated form of the word tikom, meaning: Let it 
stand. Another explanation is that its source is the word 
tik, meaning case or pouch. Just as upon seeing a case or 
pouch one is unsure of its contents, so too, the word teiku 
is used in a situation where a resolution is unknown as 
though it were hidden inside a case (Arukh). Although not 
the literal meaning, some suggest that the term teiku is 
an acrostic for the Hebrew phrase: Tishbi yetaretz kushyot 
uveayot, or: The Tishbite, i.e., Elijah the prophet, will 
resolve questions and dilemmas (Josefot Yom Tov). This 
is a reference to the tradition that when Elijah returns to 
announce the advent of the Messiah, he will also reveal 
the solutions to outstanding halakhic difficulties. 


HALAKHA 

Handful that a priest arranged...limbs that a priest 
arranged, etc. — ^3) TPDY pIAK..TP_Y ynip: If one 
placed the limbs or handful on the altar and then placed 
the arrangement of wood on top, or if one placed them 
adjacent to the wood, it is uncertain whether this is con- 
sidered a proper manner of burning or not. Therefore, 
one should not burn them in this manner ab initio, but 
after the fact it is accepted, as these three dilemmas are 
not resolved in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 2:26). 
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Rabbi Asi said: When Rabbi Elazar would explain the halakhot 
of the meal offerings, he would raise this dilemma: Rabbi Elazar 
raises a dilemma: With regard to a handful that a priest arranged 

on the altar, and he arranged the arrangement of wood on the altar 
on top of it, what is the halakha? Is this considered a proper man- 
ner of burning, or is this not considered a proper manner of burn- 
ing, since the handful is not arranged on top of the wood? The 

Gemara comments: No answer was found, and the dilemma shall 

stand unresolved.’ 


Hizkiyya raises a dilemma: With regard to the limbs of the burnt 
offering that a priest arranged" on the altar and arrangedthe 
arrangement of wood on the altar on top of them, what is the 
halakha? Do we say that the Merciful One states: “And Aaron’s sons, 
the priests, shall lay the pieces and the head, and the fat, in order 
upon the wood that is on the fire upon the altar” (Leviticus 1:8), 
teaching that they must be placed specifically upon the wood? Or 
perhaps, since it is written in another verse: “That which the fire 
will consume of the burnt offering on the altar” (Leviticus 6:3), 
indicating that the burnt offering may be arranged directly on the 
altar, if the priest desires to arrange the limbs in this manner he may 
do so, and if he desires to arrange them in that manner he may also 
do so. The Gemara comments: No answer was found, and the 
dilemma shall stand unresolved. 


Rabbi Yitzhak Nappaha raises a dilemma: With regard to the 
limbs of an offering that a priest arranged adjacent to the arrange- 
ment of wood on the altar, what is the halakha?" The Gemara 
explains: Do not raise the dilemma according to the opinion of 
the one who says that the phrase “upon [al] the wood” is meant 
literally, 


With regard to limbs that he arranged adjacent to the arrange- 
ment of wood on the altar, what is the halakha - pivot pay 
yg AD wT pya: This dilemma is relevant only according to 
the opinion that the limbs may not be placed under the wood. 
According to this opinion, even though it is decided that the 


NOTES 


still be explained that “al” in fact means adjacent to the wood. 
According to the opinion that “upon the wood” is not meant 
literally and the limbs may also be placed directly on the altar, 
there is no distinction between placement under the arrange- 
ment of wood or adjacent to it (Zevah Toda; see Or HaYashar). 


limbs must be placed “upon [al] the wood" specifically, it can 
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as “upon [al] the wood” is written, and not: Next to the wood. 


When should you raise the dilemma? Raise it according to the 
opinion of the one who says in the mishna (96a) that the term 

“upon [al]” (see Numbers 2:20) means adjacent to. According to 
that tanna, what is the halakha in this case? Is it explained that here, 
too, the phrase “upon [al] the wood” can mean adjacent to the 
wood? Or perhaps, the phrase “upon [al] the wood that is on the 
fire upon the altar” teaches that “upon the wood” is to be under- 
stood as similar to “upon the altar”: Just as there “upon the altar” 
is meant literally, so too here, the phrase “upon the wood” is meant 
literally. The Gemara comments: No answer was found, and the 
dilemma shall stand unresolved. 
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MI S H N A With regard to the handful, failure to sacrifice 


the minority of it" prevents the majority of 
it, which was sacrificed, from rendering it permitted for the priests 
to consume the remainder of the meal offering. With regard to a 
tenth of an ephah of flour" brought as a meal offering, failure to 
sacrifice the minority of it prevents the majority of it, which was 
sacrificed, from qualifying as a proper meal offering. With regard to 
the wine" poured as a libation, failure to pour the minority of it 
prevents the majority of it, which was poured, from qualifying as 
a proper libation. With regard to the log of oil that is required for 
the meal offering, failure to add the minority of it prevents the 
majority of it, which was added, from being a sufficient measure 
of oil. 


With regard to the fine flour and the oil, failure to bring each 
prevents fulfillment of the mitzva with the other. With regard to 
the handful and the frankincense, failure to burn each prevents 
fulfillment of the mitzva with the other. 

What is the reason that the failure to sacri- 


GE MA fice the minority of the handful disqualifies 
the entire offering? This is derived from the fact that the verse states 
“his handful” twice, once with regard to the voluntary meal offering 
(Leviticus 2:2) and once with regard to the meal offering of a sinner 
(Leviticus 5:12), and any halakha repeated in the verses is deemed 
indispensable. 


The mishna teaches: With regard to a tenth of an ephah of flour 
brought as a meal offering, failure to sacrifice the minority of it 
prevents the majority of it from qualifying as a proper meal offering. 
What is the reason? The verse states: “The priest shall remove of it 
a handful of its fine flour” (Leviticus 2:2). The usage of the term “of 
its fine flour” instead of: Of the fine flour, teaches that ifany amount 
of its flour was missing, it is not valid. 


The mishna teaches: With regard to the wine poured as a libation, 
failure to pour the minority of it prevents the majority of it from 
qualifying as a proper libation. What is the reason? The verse states 
concerning the libations: “So shall it be done” (Numbers 15:11). The 
term “so” indicates that the libations must be sacrificed exactly in the 
manner described, without any deviation. 


The mishna teaches: With regard to the log of oil that is required for 
the meal offering, failure to add the minority of it prevents the 

majority of it from being a sufficient measure of oil. In the case of 
the oil of the meal offering that accompanies the libations, this 

halakha is learned from the term: “So” (Numbers 15:11), stated with 

regard to the libations. And in the case of the log of oil that accom- 
panies a voluntary meal offering, the verse states: “And of its oil” 
(Leviticus 2:2), demonstrating that if any amount of its oil was 

missing, it is not valid. 


The mishna teaches: With regard to the fine flour and the oil, failure 
to bring each prevents fulfillment of the mitzva with the other. The 
halakha that each is indispensable is derived from the fact that the 
two are juxtaposed in the verse: “The priest shall remove of it a 
handful of its fine flour and of its oil” (Leviticus 2:2), and the fact 
that this requirement is repeated in the verse: “Ofits groats, and of 
its oil” (Leviticus 2:16), teaches that each is indispensable. 


The mishna teaches: With regard to the handful and the fran- 
kincense, failure to burn each prevents fulfillment of the mitzva 
with the other. The halakha that each is indispensable is derived 
from the repetition of the mention of the two together in the verse, 
as it is written: “The priest shall remove of it a handful of its fine 
flour and ofits oil, as well as all of its frankincense” (Leviticus 2:2), 
and again with regard to the meal offering of a sinner it is stated: 
“And all the frankincense which is upon the meal offering” 
(Leviticus 6:8). 


1347 


HALAKHA 


With regard to the handful, failure to sacrifice 
the minority of it, etc. — 3) iwy» yaipa: If a 
part of the handful is lacking, the entire handful is 
invalidated. If part of the oil is lacking, the entire 
log is invalidated. With regard to the fine flour and 
the oil, failure to bring each prevents fulfillment of 
the mitzva with the other. So too with the handful 
and the frankincense: Failure to burn each prevents 
fulfillment of the mitzva with the other (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 13:14). 


A tenth of an ephah of flour — ;iy: All meal 
offerings that are sacrificed on the altar must be 
made up of at least a tenth of an ephah of flour, 
and if a part is missing the entire meal offering 
is invalid (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
HaKorbanot 12:5). 


The wine - 9M: If any amount is added to or 
missing from the wine libations, the libations are 
not valid (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
Hakorbanot 2:5). 
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HALAKHA 


MI S H N A With regard to the two goats of Yom Kippur, 


the absence of each goat prevents fulfillment 
of the mitzva with the other. With regard to the two sheep brought 
together with the meal offering of the two loaves on Shavuot, failure 
to bring each of the sheep prevents fulfillment of the mitzva with 
the other. With regard to the two loaves" brought on Shavuot, failure 
to bring each of the loaves prevents fulfillment of the mitzva with 
the other. 


With regard to the two arrangements of the shewbread," failure to 
place each of the arrangements prevents fulfillment of the mitzva 
with the other. With regard to the two bowls of frankincense that 
accompany the shewbread, failure to place each of the bowls pre- 
vents fulfillment of the mitzva with the other. With regard to the 
arrangements of the shewbread and the bowls of frankincense, fail- 
ure to bring each of them prevents fulfillment of the mitzva with 
the other. 


With regard to the two types of loaves that accompany the offerings 
of a nazirite:" The bread and wafers (see Numbers 6:15); the three 
species that are part of the rite of the red heifer:" The cedar, hyssop, 
and scarlet wool (see Numbers 19:6); and the four types of loaves 
that accompany the thanks offering:" The loaves, wafers, loaves 
soaked in hot water, and leavened bread (see Leviticus 7:12); and 
the four species of the Iulav:" The lulav, etrog, myrtle, and willow 
(see Leviticus 23:40); and the four species that are used in the puri- 
fication process of the leper:" The cedar, hyssop, scarlet wool, and 
birds (see Leviticus 14:4), failure to bring each of the components 
prevents fulfillment of the mitzva with the others. 


With regard to the seven sprinklings of the blood of the red heifer" 
that the priest sprinkles opposite the entrance to the Sanctuary (see 
Numbers 19:4), failure to sprinkle each prevents fulfillment of the 
mitzva with the others. With regard to the seven sprinklings of the 
blood of the bull and goat of Yom Kippur that are sprinkled on the 
Ark between the staves (see Leviticus 16:14-15), the seven sprin- 
klings that are sprinkled on the Curtain separating the Sanctuary 
and Holy of Holies, and the sprinklings that are sprinkled on the 
golden altar" on Yom Kippur, and from all other inner sin offerings, 
failure to sprinkle each prevents fulfillment of the mitzva with the 
others. 


Two sneep brought on Shavuot.. .two loaves — wa W 


saucer with he meal offering of the two loaves on Shavuot, 
failure to bring each of the sheep prevents fulfillment of the 
mitzva with the other. With regard to the two loaves brought on 
Shavuot, failure to bring each of the loaves prevents fulfillment 
of the mitzva with the other (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Temidin UMusafin 8:14). 


Two arrangements of the shewbread, etc. — 131 pqp W: 
With regard to the two arrangements of the shewbread, failure 
to place each of the arrangements prevents fulfillment of the 
mitzva with the other. With regard to the two bowls of frank- 
incense that accompany the shewbread, failure to place each 
of the bowls prevents fulfillment of the mitzva with the other. 
With regard to the arrangements of the shewbread and the 
bowls of frankincense, failure to bring each of them prevents 
fulfillment of the mitzva with the other (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 5:3). 


Two types of loaves that accompany the offerings of a 
nazirite — mag Dm W: With regard to the two types of 
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loaves that accompany the offerings of a nazirite, failure to bring 
each prevents fulfillment of the mitzva with the other (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 9:24). 


Three species that are part of the rite of the red heifer - 
maw mwhw: The cedar, hyssop, and scarlet wool that are part 
of the rite of the red heifer are all indispensable, so that failure 
to bring one component prevents fulfillment of the mitzva with 
the others (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 3:2). 


Four types of loaves that accompany the thanks offering — 
minag mya: The four types of loaves that accompany the 

thanks offering are all indispensable, so that failure to bring one 

prevents fulfillment of the mitzva with the others (Rambam 

Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 9:24). 


Four species of the lulav - abaw TYIW: The four species 
of the lulav constitute one mitzva, and the absence of one 
prevents fulfillment of the mitzva with the others. Therefore, if 
one species is absent, one should not recite a blessing over the 
others, but instead take them only as a remembrance. When 
taking them as a remembrance, one must take care not to 


intend to fulfill a mitzva, as this would constitute a violation 
of the prohibition against subtracting from the performance 
of a mitzva (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shofar VeSukka 
VeLulav 7:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 651:12, and see Beur 
Halakha there). 


Four species that are in the purification process of the leper - 
yrisiaaw yar: The four species that are used in the purification 
process of the leper are all indispensable, so that failure to bring 
each of the components prevents fulfillment of the mitzva with 
the others (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 11:1). 


Seven sprinklings of the red heifer — 71saw Nix yaw: 
If one of the sprinklings of the blood of the red heifer was not 
performed, the rite is not valid (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Para Aduma 4:7). 


That are on the golden altar - ann mata byw: With regard to 
the sprinklings of blood on the inner golden altar, if one is not 
performed, atonement is not effected (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 2:3). 
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G E M A RA The mishna teaches: With regard to the two 


goats of Yom Kippur, the absence of each 
goat prevents fulfillment of the mitzva with the other. This is 
derived from the verse that states with regard to the Yom Kippur 
service: “And it shall be a statute forever” (Leviticus 16:29), since 
wherever the term “statute” appears concerning a sacrificial rite, it 
signifies that the rite is an indispensable requirement. 


The mishna teaches: With regard to the two sheep brought together 
with the meal offering of the two loaves on Shavuot, failure to bring 

each of the sheep prevents fulfillment of the mitzva with the other. 
This is derived from the verse: “They shall be holy” (Leviticus 23:20), 
since the employment of a term of being indicates an indispensable 

requirement. Similarly, with regard to the two loaves brought on 

Shavuot, the reason failure to bring each of the loaves prevents fulfill- 
ment of the mitzva with the other is that the verse states: “They shall 

be of fine flour” (Leviticus 23:17), employing a term of being. 


With regard to the two arrangements of the shewbread, the reason 
failure to place each of the arrangements prevents fulfillment of the 
mitzva with the other is that the verse employs the term statute 
concerning them (see Leviticus 24:9). With regard to the two bowls 
of frankincense that accompany the shewbread, the reason failure 
to place each of the bowls prevents fulfillment of the mitzva with 
the other is that the verse employs the term statute concerning 
them (see Leviticus 24:9). With regard to the arrangements of the 
shewbread and the bowls of frankincense, the reason failure to 
bring each of them prevents fulfillment of the mitzva with the other 
is that the verse employs the term statute concerning them, as that 
verse addresses each of these two components. 


With regard to the two types of loaves that accompany the offerings 
of anazirite, each prevents fulfillment of the mitzva with the others, 
as it is written with regard to the nazirite: “So he must do after the 
law of his naziriteship” (Numbers 6:21), demonstrating that must 
bring his offerings precisely as detailed in the verse. With regard 
to the three species that are part of the rite of the red heifer, 
each prevents fulfillment of the mitzva with the others, since the 
term statute is written about them: “This is the statute of the law” 
(Numbers 19:2). 


With regard to the four types of loaves that accompany the thanks 

offering, each prevents fulfillment of the mitzva with the others, 
since the thanks offering is juxtaposed to the offerings of a nazirite, 
as it is written with regard to the thanks offering: “With the sacri- 
fice of his peace offerings for thanksgiving” (Leviticus 7:13). And 

the Master said: The term “his peace offerings” serves to include 

the loaves of the peace offering ofa nazirite, and it has already been 

demonstrated that with regard to the loaves that accompany the 

offerings of a nazirite, each prevents fulfillment of the mitzva with 

the others. 


And with regard to the four species that are in the purification 
process of the leper, each prevents fulfillment of the mitzva with 
the others, as it is written: “This shall be the law of the leper’ 
(Leviticus 14:2), and the term “shall be” indicates an indispensable 
requirement. And with regard to the four species of the lulav, each 
prevents fulfillment of the mitzva with the others, as the verse 
states: “And you shall take” [ulkahtem]” (Leviticus 23:40), which 
alludes to: A complete taking [lekiha tamma], comprising all four 
species. 


9 


§ Rav Hanan bar Rava says: The mishna taught that the four spe- 
cies of the lulav are necessary for the fulfillment of the mitzva only 
in a case where one did not have all four species; but if one has all 
four species, failure to take each of the components does not pre- 
vent fulfillment of the mitzva" with the others, and he fulfills the 
mitzva by taking each species individually. 


NOTES 


But if one has all four species failure to take each does 
not prevent fulfillment of the mitzva — jx b w bax 
pasyn: The majority of the early commentaries explain 
that even if one did not lift all of the species together, 
he has fulfilled the mitzva of taking the lulav (Halakhot 
Gedolot; Rif). The Rambam explains that the specification: 
If one has all four species, means that they are all present 
before him. The Ramban disagrees, understanding that: 
Where one does not have, means that he does not pos- 
sess all four species and takes only some of the species, 
and: If he has all of them, means that at a later point he 
acquires the missing species; in this case, he is retroac- 
tively deemed to have fulfilled his obligation, despite the 
fact that the remaining species came into his possession 
only at a later point (see Meiri on Sukka 31a). 

Rabbeinu Tam objects to the majority opinion that i 
one did not lift all the species together he has fulfilled 
the mitzva, explaining that since all four constitute one 
mitzva, it is not reasonable to suggest that one can fulfil 
the mitzva by taking each component separately (Rosh). 
He therefore explains that what is meant is that one can 
fulfill one’s obligation even if the different species are no 
bound together. This also appears to be the opinion o 
Rashi (Tosafot). With regard to the significance of Rab- 
beinu Tam’'s emendation of the text of the Gemara, see 
Arukh LaNer on Sukka 34b. 


HALAKHA 


If one has all four species failure to take each does not 
prevent fulfillment of the mitzva - paayan py b w: 
If all four species of the /ulav were in one’s presence and 
one took each one of them separately, he has fulfilled 
his obligation, in accordance with the statement of Rav 
Hanan bar Rava, provided that they are all before him 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shofar VeSukka VeLulav 
7:6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 651:12). 
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The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: With regard to the 

four species of the lulav, two of them, the lulav and etrog, produce 

fruit, and two of them, the myrtle and willow, do not produce fruit. 
Those that produce fruit have a bond with those that do not pro- 
duce fruit, and those that do not produce fruit have a bond with 

those that produce fruit. And a person does not fulfill his obliga- 
tion of taking the lulav until they are all bound together in a single 

bundle. 


And so too, when the Jewish people fast and pray for acceptance 
of their repentance, this is not accomplished until they are all bound 
together in a single bundle, as it is stated: “It is He that builds His 
upper chambers in the Heaven, and has established His bundle 
upon the earth” (Amos 9:6), which is interpreted as stating that only 
when the Jewish people are bound together are they established 
upon the earth. This baraita contradicts Rav Hanan bar Rava’s state- 
ment, since it teaches that the four species of the lulav must be taken 
together in order for one to fulfill his obligation of taking the lulav. 


The Gemara answers: Whether the different species must be taken 
together is a dispute between tanna’im; as it is taught in a baraita: 
A lulav, whether it is bound with the myrtle and willow or whether 
it is not bound, is fit. Rabbi Yehuda says: If it is bound, it is fit; if it 
is not bound, it is unfit. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reasoning of Rabbi Yehuda? The 
Gemara answers: By means of a verbal analogy, he derives the term 
taking, written with regard to the four species, from the term taking 
written with regard to the bundle of hyssop. It is written there, in 
the context of the sacrifice of the Paschal offering in Egypt: “Take a 
bundle of hyssop” (Exodus 12:22), and it is written here, with regard 
to the four species: “And you shall take for you on the first day the 
fruit of a beautiful tree, branches of a date palm, boughs of dense- 
leaved trees, and willows of the brook” (Leviticus 23:40). 


Just as there, with regard to the Paschal offering, the mitzva to take 
the hyssop is specifically in a bundle, so too here, the mitzva to take 
the four species is specifically in a bundle. The Gemara asks: And 
what is the reasoning of the Rabbis? The Gemara answers: They do 
not derive the meaning of the term taking from the meaning of the 
term taking by means of the verbal analogy. 


The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion is that which 
is taught in a baraita: There is a mitzva to bind the myrtle and the 
willow together with the lulav," but if one did not bind it, it is fit? 
In accordance with whose opinion is the baraita? If it is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, if one did not bind it, 
why is it fit? If it is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, 
what mitzva is one fulfilling by binding it? 


The Gemara answers: Actually, it is in accordance with the opinion 
of the Rabbis. And what mitzva is one fulfilling? The mitzva is due 
to the fact that it is stated: “This is my God and I will beautify Him” 
(Exodus 15:2), which is interpreted to mean that one should beautify 
himself before God in the performance of the mitzvot. The Rabbis 
agree that although failure to bind the three species does not render 
them unfit for performing the mitzva, the performance of the mitzva 
is more beautiful when the lulav is bound. 


There is a mitzva to bind the myrtle and the willow with the 
lulav- inih myn abs: In order for the mitzva to be performed 
in the best possible manner, it is preferable to bind the lulav, 


myrtle, and willow together, as one should perform mitzvot in 


HALAKHA 


a manner that is most aesthetically pleasing. If one did not bind 
them together, he has still fulfilled his obligation, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shofar VeSukka VeLulav 7:6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 651:1). 
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§ The mishna teaches: With regard to the seven sprinklings of the 
blood of the heifer that the priest sprinkles opposite the entrance 
to the Sanctuary, failure to sprinkle each prevents fulfillment of 
the mitzva with the others, since the term statute is written about 
them (see Numbers 19:2). 


The mishna further teaches: With regard to the seven sprinklings 

of the blood of the bull and goat of Yom Kippur that are sprinkled 

on the Ark between the staves, and the sprinklings that are sprin- 
kled on the golden altar on Yom Kippur, and the sprinklings from 

all other inner sin offerings that are sprinkled on the golden altar, 
and the seven sprinklings that are sprinkled on the Curtain separat- 
ing the Sanctuary and Holy of Holies, failure to sprinkle each pre- 
vents fulfillment of the mitzva with the others. With regard to the 

sprinklings of Yom Kippur, the reason that each prevents fulfillment 
of the mitzva with the others is that the term “statute” is written 

about the Yom Kippur service (see Leviticus 16:29). 


With regard to the sprinklings of the bull of the anointed priest, i.e., 
the High Priest, and of the bull for an unwitting communal sin, 
and those of the goats of idol worship, which are sprinkled on the 

Curtain and on the golden altar, the reason that each prevents fulfill- 
ment of the mitzva with the others is as it is taught in a baraita: The 

verse states with regard to the bull for an unwitting communal sin: 

“So shall he do with the bull; as he did with the bull of the sin 
offering” of the anointed priest (Leviticus 4:20). Why must the 

verse state that the bull offering for an unwitting communal sin is 

sacrificed in the same manner as the bull of the anointed priest, 
when the Torah has already explicitly specified the manner in which 

the service should take place? The reason it states it is in order to 

repeat the command of the sprinklings, 


to teach that if one omitted one of the placements of blood, he 
has done nothing. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: If the priest performed the seven 
sprinklings of the blood of the red heifer" improperly, either by 
performing them not for their own sake or performing them not 
precisely toward the entrance of the Tent of Meeting of the Tab- 
ernacle (Numbers 19:4), which corresponds to the Sanctuary in the 
Temple,” they are not valid. 


Seven sprinklings of the blood of the red heifer, etc. - yaw 
"31 Baw Nix: The rites of the red heifer would take place in 
the wilderness outside of the camp to the east, and in Jerusalem 
on the Mount of Olives. Before the heifer’s flesh was burned, the 
priest was required to sprinkle of its blood seven times “toward 


the front of the Tent of Meeting” (Numbers 19:4), i.e., westward, 
as he faced the front of the Sanctuary, which was to the east. 


The reason that if the sprinkling was not done for its own sake 


it was not valid is that despite not actually being an offering, 
the red heifer is called a sin offering (see Numbers 19:9), and sin 
offerings are disqualified when they are sacrificed not for their 
own sake. With regard to the fact that the sprinkling is not valid 
when performed not precisely toward the entrance of the Tent 
of Meeting, Rashi explains that this is because the term “statute” 
is used with regard to the red heifer. 


— m —— 
Seven sprinklings of the blood of the red heifer - yaw 
mea% nix: If the blood of the red heifer is sprinkled not 
for its own sake, or is sprinkled not toward the Sanctuary, it 
is not valid, in accordance with the baraita (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 4:3, 5). 


[BACKGROUND 


The Temple - wpn: 


Temple complex 
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the blood of the goats of idol worship, which are to be sprinkled 

“before the Lord, in front of the Curtain of the Sanctuary” (Leviti- 

cus 4:6), and the sprinkling of the oil that takes place during the 

purification of the leper," which is done “seven times before the 

Lord” (Leviticus 14:16), if these are performed not for their own 

sake," then they are not valid. But if they are performed not 

precisely" toward the direction where they should be sprinkled, 


they are valid. 
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The Gemara asks: But isn’t it taught in a baraita concerning the 
sprinklings of the blood of the red heifer that if they were per- 
formed not for their own sake, they are not valid, but if they 


were performed not precisely toward the entrance of the Tent of 


pang 


Meeting or Sanctuary, they are valid? Rav Hisda said: This is not 


difficult; this second baraita is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda, whereas that first baraita is in accordance with 
the opinion of the Rabbis. 
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As it is taught in a baraita (Tosefta, Kelim 1:10): With regard to 
those who have not yet brought an atonement offering to com- 
plete the purification process, and therefore are not permitted to 
enter the Temple or partake of sacrificial meat, who entered the 
Temple courtyard" unwittingly, they are liable to bring a sin 


offering. If they entered intentionally, then this is punishable 
by karet. And needless to say, the same applies to one who was 
ritually impure who immersed that day and is waiting for night- 
fall for the purification process to be completed and all the 
others who are ritually impure" and have not yet immersed. 


HALAKHA 


Sprinkling that takes place during the purification of the 
leper — yriviaaw nix: When the priest sprinkles the leper’s 
oil, he must sprinkle in the direction of the Holy of Holies, and 
if he performed the sprinklings not for their sake, they are not 
valid. If he did not sprinkle in the correct direction, they are valid 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Mehusrei Kappara 4:2, 5:7). 


Sprinkling of the blood that takes place inside the Sanctuary 
moy Kw.. 0393W: Any sin offer- 
ing, including inner sin ae whose blood is sprinkled not 
for its own sake is unfit (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 15:1). 


Sprinkling of the blood that takes place inside the Sanctuary 


...Not precisely — ni2 xbw..onsay: The blood of the bull 


and the blood of the goat of Yom Kippur were each sprinkled 
separately eight times between the staves of the Ark and eight 
times on the Curtain. The blood of the two of them was then 
mixed together and sprinkled four times on the four corners of 
the golden altar and seven times on the middle of the golden 
altar in the Sanctuary. If the inner sprinklings are not directed 
correctly, they are still valid (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 5:12). 


Those who have not yet brought an atonement offering 
who entered the Temple courtyard — 0333% 7793 Pm 
am: The Rambam rules that those who have not yet brought 
an atonement offering and enter the Israelite courtyard, inside 
the gate of Nicanor, are punished with lashes for rebelliousness. 
According to his opinion, they have violated a prohibition by 
rabbinic law; this does not accord with the baraita cited here, 
which rules that they are liable to receive karet, indicating that 
the prohibition is by Torah law. The Ra’avad rules that just like 
any other impure person, if one who has not yet brought an 
atonement offering enters intentionally he is liable to receive 
karet, and if he does so unwittingly he is liable to bring a sliding- 
scale sin offering, in accordance with the Tosefta and the baraita 
here (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 3:9 and Kesef 
Mishne there, and Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 7:18). 


One who immersed that day and all the others who are 
ritually impure - DoI mw nia: Any impure person, 
including one who immersed that day andis waiting for night- 
fall for the purification process to be completed, who entered 
the Temple courtyard inside the gate of Nicanor, is liable to 
receive karet if he entered there intentionally, and must bring 
a sliding-scale sin offering if he entered there unwittingly. This 
is in accordance with the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Biat HaMikdash 3:12, 14). 
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And with regard to those who are pure who entered" beyond their 
boundaries, i.e., beyond where it is permitted for them to enter, 
such as a priest who enters the Sanctuary for a purpose other than 

performing the Temple service, if one entered any part of the Sanc- 
tuary, he is liable to receive forty lashes. If he entered within the 

Curtain separating the Sanctuary and Holy of Holies, i.e., into the 

Holy of Holies, or he entered the Holy of Holies all the way until he 

was before the Ark Cover, he is liable to receive death at the hand 

of Heaven. Rabbi Yehuda says: Ifhe entered any part of the Sanctu- 
ary or within the Curtain separating the Sanctuary and Holy of 
Holies, he is liable to receive forty lashes; but ifhe entered the Holy 
of Holies all the way until he was before the Ark Cover, he is liable 

to receive death at the hand of Heaven. 


With regard to what issue do the Rabbis and Rabbi Yehuda dis- 
agree? They disagree with regard to the proper understanding of 
this verse: “And the Lord said to Moses: Speak to Aaron your 
brother, that he not come at all times into the holy place, within 
the Curtain, before the Ark Cover which is upon the Ark, that he 
not die” (Leviticus 16:2). The Rabbis hold that entering into the 
holy place, i.e., the Sanctuary, is subject to the prohibition of: He 
shall not come, and one who violates it is punished with lashes, 
whereas entering within the Curtain separating the Sanctuary and 
Holy of Holies and before the Ark Cover is subject to the warning 
of: He shall not die, and entering there is punished by death at the 
hand of Heaven. 


And Rabbi Yehuda holds that entering into the holy place, i.e., 
the Sanctuary, and within the Curtain separating the Sanctuary 
and Holy of Holies is subject to the prohibition of: He shall not 
come, and one who violates it is punished with lashes, whereas 
entering before the Ark Cover is subject to the warning of: He 
shall not die, and entering there is punished by death at the 
of Heaven. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason for the interpretation of the 
Rabbis? The Gemara answers: If it should enter your mind to 
explain the verse as Rabbi Yehuda says, then let the Merciful One 
write: That he not come at all times into the holy place and before 
the Ark Cover that he not die, and there is no need to write “within 
the Curtain,” and I would say: If one becomes liable to receive 
lashes for even entering the Sanctuary, is it necessary to teach that 
one incurs this punishment for entering within the Curtain? Why 
do I need the phrase “within the Curtain” that the Merciful One 
wrote? Learn from that seemingly extraneous term that entering 
the Holy of Holies is punishable by death at the hand of Heaven. 


And Rabbi Yehuda understands: If the Merciful One had written 
only that it is prohibited to come “into the holy place” and did not 
write “within the Curtain,’ I would say: What is the holy place? 
Itis within the Curtain, i.e., the Holy of Holies, and one who enters 
it violates a prohibition, but if one enters the Sanctuary he does 
not even violate a prohibition. And the Rabbis respond to this 
claim: You cannot say that, as the entire Sanctuary is called “the 
holy place,’ as it is stated: “And the Curtain shall divide for you 
between the holy place and the Holy of Holies” (Exodus 26:33). 


HALAKHA 


And those who are pure who entered — 1b323¥ Dym: If an ordi- the High Priest entered the Sanctuary outside of the Holy of Holies 
nary priest or the High Priest entered the Holy of Holies on any day for a purpose other than performing the sacrificial rites or to prostrate 
except for Yom Kippur, or if the High Priest entered on Yom Kippur for — himself, he receives lashes. This is in accordance with the opinion of 
a purpose other than performing the sacrificial rites of the day, he is the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 2:3-4). 
liable to receive death at the hand of Heaven. If an ordinary priest or 
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And what is the reason for the interpretation of Rabbi Yehuda? 
Why does he hold that one who enters the Holy of Holies violates a 
prohibition but is not punished with death at the hand of Heaven? 
The Gemara answers: Rabbi Yehuda holds that if it should enter your 
mind to explain as the Rabbis say, that entering the Holy of Holies is 
punishable by death at the hand of Heaven, let the Merciful One 
write: That he not come at all times into the holy place and within 
the Curtain that he not die, and there is no need to write “before 
the Ark Cover.’ And I would say: If entering within the Curtain, i.e., 
the Holy of Holies, is punished with death at the hand of Heaven, is 
it necessary to teach that one incurs this punishment for entering 
before the Ark Cover? Why do I need the phrase “before the Ark 
Cover” that the Merciful One wrote? Learn from that seemingly 
extraneous term that entering before the Ark Cover is punishable by 
death at the hand of Heaven, but entering within the Curtain merely 
violates a prohibition. 


And the Rabbis understand: Indeed, it is so that in order to teach the 
punishment of death at the hand of Heaven it is not necessary for the 
verse to also state “before the Ark Cover.’ And the reason that the 
Merciful One wrote “before [el penei] the Ark Cover” was in order 
to exclude one who entered the Holy of Holies through a roundabout 
path, as one who did not enter facing the Ark Cover, i.e., from the east, 
is not punished with death at the hand of Heaven. 


This is as the school of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov taught: With 
regard to the verse: “And he shall sprinkle it with his finger before [el 
penei] the Ark Cover to the east” (Leviticus 16:14), this established 
a paradigm’ that any place in the Torah where it is stated: “Before 
[penei]; it is referring to nothing other than before the eastern side. 


The Gemara asks: And how does Rabbi Yehuda respond to this, as it 

is clear that the term “before [el penei] the Ark Cover” is necessary to 

exclude one who entered the Holy of Holies through a roundabout 

path? The Gemara answers: According to Rabbi Yehuda, if the pur- 
pose was for that reason, let the verse say: Before [penei] the Ark 
Cover. What is the purpose of the word el? Learn from that seemingly 

extraneous term that one is punished with death at the hand of Heaven 

specifically if he entered directly before the Ark, but not ifhe merely 

entered the Holy of Holies. And the Rabbis hold that the term “el” 
does not mean specifically one who enters directly before the Ark 

Cover. 


The Gemara now returns to its suggestion that the contradiction 
between the two baraitot with regard to whether the sprinklings of the 
red heifer are valid or not when performed not precisely toward the 
entrance of the Tent of Meeting can be resolved by explaining that one 
baraita is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda and the 
other is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis. And Rabbi 
Yehuda, who says that the expression “before [el penei] the Ark 
Cover” teaches that the punishment is limited to one who specifically 
entered directly before the Ark Cover, holds that the expression: “And 
sprinkle of its blood toward [el] the front” (Numbers 19:4), also 
means that the sprinklings must be performed specifically toward the 
front of the Sanctuary. 


Established a paradigm - ats 72a: This is a form of interpretation 
based on induction. Three types of inductive analogies are found 
in rabbinic literature: (1) An analogy based on the question: What 
do we find with regard to... .? (2) An analogy based on one verse. 
(3) An analogy based on two verses. The simplest form of the 


BACKGROUND 


as in case A, halakha X applies, so too it may be inferred that in 
case B, which is similar to case A, halakha X should apply. It is an 
extrapolation from one case or verse, where certain details are 
specified, to a similar case or series of cases where those details 
are not specified. 


analogy is the question: What do we find with regard to. ..? Just 
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And the Rabbis are of the opinion that from the fact that there the 
term el does not mean specifically that one is liable to be punished 
with death at the hand of Heaven only if he enters directly before 
the Ark Cover, here too they hold that it is not meant specifically, 
and therefore the sprinklings are valid even when performed not 
precisely toward the entrance of the Tent of Meeting. 


Rav Yosef objects to this explanation: According to Rabbi Yehuda, 
from the fact that there the term el is used specifically, the verse: 
“And he shall sprinkle of the blood before [al penei] the Ark Cover” 
(Leviticus 16:14) should also mean that the sprinkling must be 
performed specifically upon the Ark Cover. But in the time of the 
Second Temple, where there was no Ark or Ark Cover, would 
Rabbi Yehuda then say that indeed the sprinklings were not per- 
formed? This is clearly not correct, as all agree that the sprinklings 

were performed in the Second Temple (see Yoma 53b). 


Rabba bar Ulla said in response: The verse states with regard to 
the Yom Kippur service: “And he shall make atonement for the 
most holy place [mikdash hakodesh]” (Leviticus 16:33), which is 
interpreted as follows: He will sprinkle the blood to make atone- 
ment not specifically on the Ark [hakodesh], but even on the place 
that is dedicated [hamkudash] for the Ark [lakodesh]. 


The Gemara offers another resolution of the contradiction between 
the baraitot concerning whether the sprinklings of the red heifer are 
valid or invalid when performed not precisely toward the entrance 
of the Tent of Meeting. Rava said: Both this baraita and that baraita 
are in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis: 


This baraita, which teaches that the sprinklings are valid only when 
performed precisely toward the entrance of the Tent of Meeting, is 
referring to a case where the priest is standing with his back to the 
east and his front facing west and he sprinkles the blood. In this 
case, although the priest does not direct the sprinklings precisely 
toward the entrance of the Sanctuary, they are valid since he himself 
is facing the Sanctuary. That baraita, which teaches that the sprin- 
klings are not valid when performed not precisely toward the 
entrance of the Tent of Meeting, is referring to a case where the 
priest is standing facing north or south and he sprinkles the blood. 
In this case, since he is facing the wrong direction they are not valid. 


§ The Master says in the baraita: But with regard to the sprinkling 
of the blood that takes place inside the Sanctuary and the sprinkling 
of the oil that takes place during the purification of the leper, if 
these are performed not for their own sake, then they are not valid. 
But if they were performed not precisely toward the Holy of Holies, 
they are valid. The Gemara asks: But isn’t it taught in a baraita that 
with regard to the sprinklings of oil during the purification of the 
leper, whether they were performed not for their own sake or 
whether they were performed not precisely toward the Holy of 
Holies, they are valid? 
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BESEGROUND D NT RIP xb Api 31 Wax Rav Yosef said: This is not difficult. This first baraita is in accordance 

Candelabrum ~ 717i: This is a diagram of the Candela- wont wybyoa pan xt anv with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, and that second baraita is in 
brum as drawn by the Rambam. He writes that his inten- PATRYK PDT JIS HT) NYIN a ith th a f the Rabbis. H lains: Rabbi 
ion was not to draw a precise image of the Candelabrum Dba wp- nxvnd owe S B “ j me ener tie : sa PP an eae 
A Sor 7" = Eliezer is the tanna who juxtaposes the guilt offering to a sin offer- 


but to illustrate the form of the Candelabrum. It is worth sopa nb pa. i ‘ i PARA : i 
noting two points that are subject to much discussion. -k= >47- ing, teaching that just as a sin offering is disqualified when sacrificed 
The first is that in the diagram the branches of the Can- not for its sake, so too, the guilt offering, such as the leper’s guilt 
delabrum are straight and rise up diagonally, as opposed offering, is disqualified when sacrificed not for its sake, as it is written: 
o the rounded branches that appear on coins and reliefs “As is the sin offering, so is the guilt offering; there is one law for them” 


rom the time of the Temple. The second noteworthy Leviti ; ; 
eviticus 7:7). He also juxtaposes the log of oil of the leper to the 
point is that the conical goblets appear to be upside ( j 7) J P 8 P 


dow aii tener basebhitopand thewide brim guilt offering of the leper in the same verse, teaching that if the 
onthe bottom: sprinkling from the log of oil was performed not for its own sake, it 
is not valid. In contrast, the Rabbis do not juxtapose the guilt offer- 
ing to the sin offering, and therefore they have no reason to invalidate 
the sprinkling from the leper’s log of oil that is performed not for its 
own sake. 


wpa 177 3273) sare rat The Gemara asks: But according to Rabbi Eliezer, is it so that a 
wpa sbi yin matter derived via juxtaposition then teaches a halakha to another 
o i case via juxtaposition? There is a principle that with regard to con- 
secrated matters, a halakha derived via juxtaposition cannot subse- 
quently teach a halakha via juxtaposition. Therefore, the necessity 
for the sprinklings of the log of oil to be performed for its own sake 
cannot be derived from juxtaposition between the guilt offering of 
the leper and the sprinkling of the oil. 


-IK PIIN NT KII N KYN Rather, Rava said: Both this baraita and that baraita are in accor- 

ow mato —qxo iy. yom dance with the opinion of the Rabbis. Here, where the baraita 

asin ow ody) by teaches that the sprinklings are valid, it means that they were effective 

7 >: 717 7 in rendering the offering valid and allowing the priests to partake 

rt ae. | : Be of the remainder of the log, whereas there, where the baraita teaches 

z an e N : ae a that the sprinklings are not valid, it means that they do not effect 

em E acceptance, as they do not satisfy the obligation of the owner, and 

therefore the leper is still prohibited from partaking of sacrificial 
meat. 


Rambam's sketch of the Candelabrum 


m pasya min yp avaw 09 MI SHNA With regard to the seven branches of the 
cae ee ea Candelabrum (see Exodus 25:32),°" the 
ON T pasyn PN yaw mt NN g . 

Serna ae ee absence of each prevents fulfillment of the mitzva with the others. 
Magee sua te id N With regard to its seven lamps atop the branches, the absence of each 
J239 INS ANS Ha MOK prevents fulfillment of the mitzva with the others. With regard to 

the two passages that are in the mezuza," which are the first (Deu- 
teronomy 6:1-9) and second (Deuteronomy 11:13-21) paragraphs of 
Shema, the absence of each prevents fulfillment of the mitzva with 
the other. Furthermore, the absence of even one letter prevents 
fulfillment of the mitzva with the rest of them. 


HALAKHA 
Seven branches of the Candelabrum, etc. - nyaa p myaw Passages that are in the mezuza — mmaaw niwy: With regard 
^3): With regard to the seven branches of the Candelabrum, to the two passages that are in the mezuza, which are the first 
the absence of each prevents fulfillment of the mitzva with the (Deuteronomy 6:1-9) and second (Deuteronomy 11:13-21) para- 
others. With regard to its seven lamps atop the branches, the graphs of Shema, the absence of each prevents fulfillment of the 
absence of each prevents fulfillment of the mitzva with the others mitzva with the others. Furthermore, if even one stroke is missing 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 3:7). from one letter, the mitzva cannot be fulfilled by Torah law until 
every letter is complete (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin 
UMezuza VeSefer Torah 1:2; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 288:3). 
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With regard to the four passages that are in the phylacteries," 
which are the two passages in the mezuza and two additional pas- 
sages (Exodus 13:1-10, 11-16), the absence of each prevents fulfill- 
ment of the mitzva with the others. Furthermore, the absence of 
even one letter prevents fulfillment of the mitzva with the rest 
of them. With regard to the four ritual fringes" on a garment, the 
absence of each prevents fulfillment of the mitzva with the oth- 
ers, as the four of them constitute one mitzva. Rabbi Yishmael 
says: The four of them are four discrete mitzvot, and the absence 
of one does not prevent fulfillment of the mitzva with the rest. 
GEN { A What is the reason that the absence of 
any of the seven branches of the Candela- 

brum prevents fulfillment of the mitzva with the others? The 
Gemara answers: It is written concerning them a term of being: 

“Their knobs and their branches shall be of one piece with it” 
(Exodus 25:36), and a term of being indicates an indispensable 
requirement. 


The Sages taught (Tosefta, Hullin 1:18): The Candelabrum was 
fashioned from a complete block [ha’eshet]' and from gold." If 
they fashioned it from fragments [hagerutaot]' of gold then it is 
unfit, but if they fashioned it from other types of metal rather 
than gold, it is fit. The Gemara asks: What is different about a 
Candelabrum made from fragments of gold, that it is rendered 
unfit? As it is written with regard to it: “Their knobs and their 
branches shall be of one piece with it, the whole of it one beaten 
work of pure gold” (Exodus 25:36), employing the term “beaten 
[miksha]”' and a term of being, indicating that it is an indispens- 
able requirement. But accordingly, a Candelabrum fashioned from 
other types of metal should be rendered unfit as well, since the 
verse states that it is made from gold and uses a term of being. 


The Gemara answers: The verse states: “And you shall make a 
Candelabrum of pure gold; of beaten work will the Candelabrum 
be made” (Exodus 25:31), to include other types of metal. The 
Gemara asks: But why not say that the expression “will be made 
serves to include a Candelabrum fashioned from fragments of 
gold? The Gemara answers: It cannot enter your mind to say this, 
as the term of being, which indicates an indispensable require- 
ment, is written with regard to the command that the Candela- 
brum bea beaten work, i.e., fashioned from a single block and not 
from different fragments, as it is stated: “Shall be of one beaten 
work” (Exodus 25:36). 


” 


The Gemara challenges: But the term “will be made” is also writ- 
ten with regard to the command that the Candelabrum be a 
beaten work, as it is written: “Of beaten work will the Candela- 
brum be made” (Exodus 25:31). The Gemara answers: The term 
“beaten work” appears in Exodus 25:31, and the term “beaten 
work” appears again in Exodus 25:36, to demonstrate that this 
requirement is indispensable. 


The Gemara challenges: But the term “gold” appears in Exodus 
25:31, and the term “gold” appears again in Exodus 25:36. Why not 
also say that this as well is to demonstrate that this requirement is 
indispensable? 


HALAKHA 


Four passages that are in the phylacteries - yaq% 
pyonay Niwas: With regard to the four passages that 
are in the phylacteries, if even one stroke is missing 
from one letter the mitzva cannot be fulfilled (Ram- 
bam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 
1:1; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 32:4). 


Four ritual fringes — nisy*x yar: With regard to the 
four ritual fringes on a garment, the absence of each 
prevents fulfillment of the mitzva with the others, as 
the four of them constitute one mitzva. If even one 
fringe is missing, it is as though one were not wear- 
ing ritual fringes and has neglected a positive mitzva 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 1:5; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 13:1, and see Mishna Berura there). 


From a complete block and from gold, etc. - 
13) I0 pa Mwy jn: If the Candelabrum is made 
of gold, it must be made from a solid mass, but if it 
is made from other types of metal it may be hollow 
(Kesef Mishne). Others explain that according to the 
Rambam it may be hollow even when made from 
gold. It may never be formed from fragments, irre- 
spective of whether it is made from gold or other 
types of metal (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit 
HaBehira 3:4-5). 


LANGUAGE 


Block [eshet] - nwy: Derived from the identical bibli- 
cal term (see Song of Songs 5:14), this means a block 
or large piece of cast material. The plural form of the 
word, ashashiyyot, is found elsewhere in the Talmud, 
for example, in tractate Yoma (34b). 


Fragments [gerutaot] - nixyna: From the Greek 
Ypvtn, gruté, meaning a case or tool bag. 


Beaten [miksha] - mgp: All agree that this refers to 
the requirement that the Candelabrum be hammered 
from a single mass of metal rather than by connect- 
ing different parts together. There is a dispute with 
regard to the meaning of the word itself. According 
to the Sifrei, miksha is a form of the word hard [kashe], 
and means that it comes from hard matter; perhaps 
this means that the metal mass is solid and not hol- 
low (see Rambam). Other sources explain that the 
source is the word stretched [mashukh] and refers to 
the fact that the craftsman pulls the branches of the 
Candelabrum in either direction when hammering, as 
opposed to casting the metal in a mold (Sifrei Zuta; Tar- 
gum Onkelos; Lekah Tov). Rashi explains that it is a form 
of the word hitting [hiksheh], since the sculptor strikes 
the gold with a hammer. According to the Ibn Ezra, 
miksha refers to a matter performed with precision. 


The Gemara answers: What is this comparison? Granted, if you 
wt -aawa mann yn awn bioa say that when the Candelabrum is fashioned from fragments of 
KUID opg” mop” rae nae gold it is unfit but when fashioned from other types of metal it is 
Tee Ae TA 77 y7 fit, then this is the reason that it was necessary for the verse to state 
AII DINO pA EVAN OK wx “gold,” “gold” twice, and “a beaten work,’ “a beaten work” twice, 
“ain” "ain? — App NIDDA MA IVW to teach an interpretation, which is explained shortly. But if you 
PVA RWI KA TOPI” "MOP say that when the Candelabrum is fashioned from fragments of 
“7 gold it is fit but when fashioned from other types of metal it is 
unfit, what do you interpret from the repeated terms “gold,” 
“gold” and “a beaten work,” “a beaten work”? 
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BACKGROUND 

Talent - 133: The talent is a measure of weight men- 
tioned many times in the Bible. Each talent consisted 
of fifteen hundred shekels, which is equivalent to sixty 
maneh. In modern measurements it is the equivalent 
of 21.25 kg. According to the Gemara elsewhere (Bekho- 
rot 5a) the sacred maneh used in the Tabernacle was 
double the value of a standard maneh; therefore, the 
weight of the talent should be doubled, to 42.5 kg. 


LANGUAGE 
Candlestick [pamot] — vina: The origin of this word 
is unclear. There are those who believe that it is a cor- 
ruption of the Greek @wttopdc, fotismos, meaning 
illumination or light. An alternative opinion is that the 
word is from the Latin pavimentum, meaning a base, 
since a pamot is a base for a candle. 


Depiction of a large candlestick from Pompeii, from the mishnaic period 
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The Gemara elaborates: What interpretation is referenced above? 
As it is taught in a baraita: The verse states: “Of a talent of pure 
gold will it be made, with all these vessels” (Exodus 25:39); this 
verse teaches that if the Candelabrum is fashioned of gold, it must 
be fashioned with the precise weight of a talent;® and if it is not 
fashioned of gold but of other types of metal, then it does not need 
to be fashioned with the precise weight of a talent. Similarly, the 
verse: “And you will make a Candelabrum of pure gold; of beaten 
work shall the Candelabrum be made, even its base, its shaft, its 
goblets, its knobs, and its flowers” (Exodus 25:31), teaches that if 
the Candelabrum is fashioned of gold it must be fashioned with 
goblets, knobs, and flowers," and if it is not fashioned of gold but 
of other types of metal, then it does not need to be fashioned with 
goblets, knobs, and flowers. 


The Gemara asks: But then why not also say with regard to the 
branches of the Candelabrum, which are described in Exodus 25:31 
along with the term “gold,” that ifthe Candelabrum is fashioned of 
gold it must be fashioned with branches, but if it is not fashioned 
of gold but of other types of metal, then it does not need to be 
fashioned with branches? The Gemara answers: A vessel like that 
is called a candlestick [pamot],' not a candelabrum. 


With regard to the second derivation mentioned, the Gemara elabo- 
rates: The verse states: “And this was the work of the Candelabrum, 
beaten work of gold, to the base thereof, and to the flowers thereof, 
it was beaten work” (Numbers 8:4). This teaches that if the Cande- 
labrum is fashioned of gold it must be fashioned as a beaten work, 
but ifit is not fashioned of gold but of other types of metal, then it 

does not need to be fashioned as a beaten work and may be made 

from fragments. 


The Gemara asks: For what purpose does the term “beaten work” 
that is repeated again in the latter clause of the verse come? The 

Gemara answers: It comes to exclude the trumpets," teaching that 

they are fit even if they were not fashioned from a single block. As 

it is taught in a baraita: The silver trumpets that Moses was com- 
manded to fashion in the wilderness were to be fashioned from a 

complete block and from silver. If one fashioned them from frag- 
ments they are fit, but if he fashioned them from other types of 
metal then they are unfit. 


The Gemara asks: And what is different about trumpets made from 
other types of metal that they are rendered unfit? As it is written 
with regard to the trumpets: “Make for yourself two trumpets of 
silver; of beaten work you shall make them; and they shall be for 
you for the calling of the congregation” (Numbers 10:2). The verse 
employs the terms silver and being, indicating that it is an indis- 
pensable requirement. But accordingly, trumpets fashioned from 
fragments should be rendered unfit as well, since the verse employs 
the terms beaten work and being. The Gemara answers: The Merci- 
ful One excludes the trumpets when it states with regard to the 
Candelabrum: “It was beaten work” (Numbers 8:4), indicating 
that it alone, but not the trumpets, was beaten work. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: All of the vessels 


HALAKHA 
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If it is fashioned of gold it must be fashioned with the weight 
of a talent...it must be fashioned with goblets, knobs, and 
flowers — Dm9 DADS DWA TYI.. AX AT Ma: If the 


Candelabrum is made from gold, then all of it, including its goblets, 


must be the precise weight of a talent. If it is made from another 
type of metal then its weight is not required to be the weight of 
a talent. Similarly, if it is made from other types of metal, then it 
is not required to be made with goblets, knobs, and flowers. This 


is in accordance with the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Beit HaBehira 3:4). 


Trumpets — niagis: The priests would sound trumpets on Fes- 
tivals and New Moons during the service of the offering. The 
trumpets were made from a solid mass of silver. If they were made 
from fragments of silver they are fit, but not if they were made 
from other types of metal. This is in accordance with the baraita 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 3:5). 
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that Moses fashioned were fit for his generation and were fit for future 
generations. Yet the trumpets that Moses fashioned were fit for his 
generation but were unfit for future generations. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason that the trumpets were unfit for 
future generations? If we say that it is because the verse states: “Make 
for you two silver trumpets” (Numbers 10:2), meaning that they are fit 
for you, but not for future generations, that is difficult; if that is so, 
then the verse: “Make for you an Ark of wood” (Deuteronomy 10:1), 
should also teach that the Ark is fit only for you, but not for future 
generations. This cannot be the halakha, as the baraita stated explicitly 
that all vessels, other than the trumpets, that were fashioned by Moses 
were fit for future generations. 


Rather, the term “for you” that is written with regard to the fashioning 
of the Ark should be understood either according to the one who says 
that “for you” means from your own property, or according to the one 
who says that God said to Moses: I desire, as it were, that the Ark be 
fashioned from your property more than I desire that it be fashioned 
from the property of the rest of the nation (see Yoma 3b). Accordingly, 
here too, with regard to the trumpets, the term “for you” should be 
understood in this manner. The Gemara responds: There, with regard 
to the trumpets, it is different, as the verse states “for you” twice: 


“Make for you two trumpets of silver, of beaten work you shall make 
them, and they shall be for you for the calling of the congregation” 


(Numbers 10:2). 


§ The Gemara relates: Rav Pappa, son of Rav Hanin, taught a baraita 
before Rav Yosef: The Candelabrum could be fashioned from a com- 
plete block and from gold. If one fashioned it from silver, it is fit. If 
one fashioned it from tin, or from lead, or from other types of metal 
[ gisteron],' Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi deems it unfit, and Rabbi Yosei, son 
of Rabbi Yehuda, deems it fit. If one fashioned it from wood, or from 
bone, or from glass, everyone agrees that it is unfit. 


Rav Yosef said to him: What, in your opinion, is the explanation of the 
dispute between Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 
Yehuda? Rav Pappa, son of Rav Hanin, said to him: Both this Sage and 
that Sage interpret the verse: “And you will make a Candelabrum of 
pure gold; of beaten work will the Candelabrum be made” (Exodus 
25:31), by means of the principle of generalizations and details. The 


verse begins with a generalization: “And you will make a Candelabrum,” 


followed by a detail: “Of pure gold,” which is then followed by a gener- 
alization: “Will the Candelabrum be made.” According to the herme- 
neutic principle of generalizations and details, this teaches that any item 
that is similar to the detail is also deemed fit. 


But one Sage, Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, holds that just as the 
item mentioned in the detail is clearly defined as a type of metal, so 
too, all other types of metal may be used in fashioning the Candela- 
brum. And one Sage, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, holds that just as the item 
mentioned in the detail is clearly defined as an item of substantial 
value, so too, all items of substantial value may be used in fashioning 
the Candelabrum. Rav Yosef said to him: Remove your baraita in light 
of my baraita. 


Rav Yosef continued: As it is taught in a baraita: With regard to Temple 
service vessels" that one fashioned from wood, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
deems them unfit and Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, deems them 
fit. According to this baraita, their dispute was with regard to a Cande- 
labrum fashioned from wood, not from metal. Rav Yosef explains: With 
regard to what principle do they disagree? Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
interprets verses by means of the principle of generalizations and 
details, and Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, interprets verses by 
means of the principle of amplifications and restrictions." 


LANGUAGE 
Other types of metal [gisteron] — itep»3: From 
the Greek kacoaitepo«, kassiteros, meaning tin. This 
was possibly the name of a tin and lead alloy, and 


some commentaries define it as a metal alloy 
(Arukh). 


HALAKHA 


Service vessels — mw bp: The Candelabrum 
and its vessels, the Table and its vessels, the 
incense altar, and all other service vessels must 
be fashioned from some form of metal, and may 
be fashioned even from tin. If they were made of 
wood, bone, stone, or glass, they are unfit. This is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi, since in a disagreement between Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi and a colleague of his, the hala- 
kha is in accordance with his opinion. It is also 
in accordance with the baraita taught by Rav 
Yosef (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 
118-19, and see Mahari Kurkus and Kesef Mishne 
there). 


NOTES 


Generalizations and details...amplifications 
and restrictions — ayn a-..w1 Ys: 

These are two distinct methodologies. of inter- 
preting verses that speak in general terms and 

also provide specific details. In the method of 
generalizations and details, the detail is seen as 
a Clarification of the scope of the generalization. 
When there is only one generalization followed 

by a detail, the halakha is restricted to the spe- 
cific instance of the detail; when the detail is 
followed by a second generalization, the hala- 
kha is restricted to the type of item specified in 

the detail. In the method of amplifications and 

restrictions, the first amplification broadens the 
application of the halakha, and the restriction 

then restricts the halakha to the specific item or 
scenario mentioned. The second amplification 

would in principle broaden the application of the 
halakha to what it had been, but the restriction 

still serves a function in that it limits one specific 
item or scenario, one deemed least similar to the 
detail mentioned in the restriction. 
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LANGUAGE 


Portico [akhsadra] — 7711D3x: From the Greek eé5pa, 


exedra, or the Latin exedra, meaning entrance room 
or sitting room. 
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Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi interprets the verse: “And you will make a 
Candelabrum of pure gold; of beaten work will the Candelabrum 
be made” (Exodus 25:31), by means of the principle of generaliza- 
tions and details. “And you will make a Candelabrum of” is a 
generalization, as the material of the Candelabrum is not specified; 
“pure gold” is a detail, limiting the material exclusively to gold; 
and by then stating: “Of beaten work will the Candelabrum be 
made,” the verse then makes a generalization. The result is a gen- 
eralization and a detail and a generalization, from which you may 
deduce that the verse is referring only to items similar to the detail, 
leading to this conclusion: Just as the item mentioned in the detail 
is clearly defined as a type of metal, so too, all other types of metal 
may be used in fashioning the Candelabrum. 


By contrast, Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, interprets the 
verse by means of the principle of amplifications and restrictions. 
“And you will make a Candelabrum of” is an amplification, as 
the material of the Candelabrum is not specified; “pure gold” is a 
restriction, limiting the material exclusively to gold; and by then 
stating: “Of beaten work will the Candelabrum be made,” the 
verse repeated and amplified. There is a hermeneutical principle 
that when a verse amplified and then restricted and then amplified, 
it amplified the relevant category to include everything except the 
specific matter excluded in the restriction. And what did the verse 
include? It includes all materials, even wood. And what did the 
verse exclude with this restriction? It excluded a Candelabrum 
fashioned from earthenware, which is furthest in quality from gold. 


Rav Pappa, son of Rav Hanin, said to him: On the contrary, remove 

your baraita in light of my baraita. Rav Yosef responded: That can- 
not enter your mind, as it is taught in another baraita: If the one 

who is fashioning the Candelabrum has no gold, he may bring even 

a Candelabrum made of silver, of copper, of iron, of tin, or of lead. 
Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, deems it fit even if it was fash- 
ioned from wood. It is evident from this baraita that the dispute 

pertains only to a Candelabrum fashioned from wood, and Rabbi 

Yehuda HaNasi agrees that it may be fashioned from other types of 
metal. 


And it is taught in another baraita: A person may not construct" 
a house in the exact form of the Sanctuary, nor a portico 
[akhsadra]‘ corresponding to the Entrance Hall of the Sanctuary, 
nor a courtyard corresponding to the Temple courtyard, nor a 
table corresponding to the Table in the Temple, nor a candela- 
brum corresponding to the Candelabrum in the Temple. But one 
may fashion a candelabrum of five or of six or of eight branches. 
And one may not fashion a candelabrum of seven branches, and 
this is the halakha even ifhe constructs it from other kinds of metal 
rather than gold, since the Candelabrum used in the Temple may 
be fashioned from other metals. 


A person may not construct - DI% my x: One may not con- 
struct a house in the form of the Sanctuary, nor may one build 
a portico like the Entrance Hall of the Temple, nor a courtyard 
like the courtyard of the Temple, nor a table in the shape of the 
Table in the Temple. One may not construct a metal candelabrum 
with seven branches, even if it is a different height than that of 
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HALAKHA 


the Candelabrum in the Temple, and even if it is not made with 
goblets, knobs, and flowers, as these details are not indispensable 
(see Shakh and Pithei Teshuva). One may construct a candelabrum 
with five or eight branches, or a wooden candelabrum with seven 
branches (Shakh). This is in accordance with the baraita (Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 141:8). 
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The baraita continues: Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, 
says: One may not even fashion a candelabrum from 
wood, in the manner that the kings of the Hasmonean 
monarchy’ did in the Temple. The Candelabrum used in the 
Temple in the time of the Hasmonean kings was fashioned 
from wood. The Rabbis said to Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi 
Yehuda: You seek to bring a proof from there? In the time of 
the Hasmoneans the Candelabrum was not fashioned from 
wood but from spits [shappudim]! of iron, and they cov- 
ered them with tin.’ Later, when they grew richer and could 
afford to fashion a Candelabrum of higher-quality material, 
they fashioned the Candelabrum from silver." When they 
again grew richer, they fashioned the Candelabrum from 


gold. 


§ Shmuel says in the name of a certain elder: The height 
of the Candelabrum" was eighteen handbreadths. The base 
and the flower that was upon the base were a height of three 
handbreadths; and two handbreadths above that were 
bare; and there was above that one handbreadth, which had 
a goblet, knob, and flower’ on it. And two handbreadths 
above that were bare, and there was above that one hand- 
breadth that had a knob. 


And two branches emerge from the knob, one toward this 
direction and one toward that direction, and they extend 
and rise up to the height of the Candelabrum. And one 
handbreadth above that was bare, and there was above 
that one handbreadth that had a knob. And two branches 
emerge from the knob, one toward this direction and one 
toward that direction, and they extend and rise up to the 
height of the Candelabrum. And one handbreadth above 
that was bare, and there was above that one handbreadth 
that had a knob. And two branches emerge from the knob, 
one toward this direction and one toward that direction, 
and they extend and rise up to the height of the Candela- 
brum. And two handbreadths above that were bare. There 
then remained there three handbreadths in which there 
were three goblets, and a knob, and a flower. 


And the goblets of the Candelabrum, to what are they 
similar?" They were like Alexandrian goblets," which are 
long and narrow. The knobs, to what are they similar? They 
were like the shape of the apples of the Cherethites." The 
flowers, to what are they similar? They were like the orna- 
ments that are etched in columns.*" And there are found to 
be a total of twenty-two goblets, eleven knobs, and nine 
flowers on the Candelabrum. 


_ HALAKHA | 


When they grew richer they fashioned the Candelabrum 
from silver, etc. — 3) 993 bw DIXwy mwy: If the nation is 
poor, the service vessels may ‘be fashioned even from tin, and 
if they become affluent then new vessels are fashioned from 
gold. If the nation is able and willing, then even the bowls, the 
rakes of the external altar, the spits, and the measuring vessels 
are fashioned of gold. If they are able to afford it, then even the 
gates of the courtyard are covered with gold (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 1:19). 


= 


The height of the Candelabrum — misa bw anaa: The height 
of the Candelabrum was eighteen handbreadths: The base 
and the flower were three handbreadths; two handbreadths 
were then bare. There was then one handbreadth contain- 
ing the goblet, knob, and flower; two handbreadths were 
then bare, and there was one handbreadth for the knob. Two 
branches emerged from the knob, one on each side, which 
extended and reached the height of the Candelabrum. Then 
there was another bare handbreadth, and one handbreadth 


for the knob. Two more branches emerged from that knob, 
one on each side, which extended and reached the height 
of the Candelabrum. Then there was one bare handbreadth, 
and one handbreadth for the next knob. Two more branches 
emerged from that knob, one on each side, which extended 
and reached the height of the Candelabrum. There were 
then two bare handbreadths, and there remained three 
handbreadths in which there were three goblets, a knob, and 
a flower (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 3:10). 


The goblets of the Candelabrum, to what are they similar, 
etc. -^D paiT mb pyran: The goblets of the Candelabrum 
resembled Alexandrian goblets, whose edges were wide and 
bottoms narrow. The knobs were like Cherethite apples, which 
are slightly elongated like an egg. The flowers were like the 
tops of columns, which resembled a bowl with its edges bent 
outward. This is in accordance with the baraita (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 3:9). 


BACKGROUND 
Kings of the Hasmonean monarchy - *x iawn ma bn: 
The Hasmonean dynasty was begun by Mattathias and his 
sons, who led the revolt against the Seleucid king Antioch in 
168 BCE. They achieved sovereignty for the residents of Judea 
and rededicated the Temple, commemorated by the festival 
of Hanukkah. The dynasty lasted approximately 130 years. 


Tin [ba‘atz] - ya: Ba‘atza is Aramaic for tin. Tin is an easy metal 

to work with, and it was used and is still used today for solder- 
ing and coating different metals because it has an appearance 

similar to silver, although it is darker, and because it is not easily 
oxidized and therefore prevents rusting. 


The ornaments in columns — payg m9: The Rambam 
describes ornaments similar to the curls on the capital of the 
column pictured below. In between the curls, one can also 
see geometric decorations similar to flowers. These resemble 
Rashi's interpretation of the ornaments mentioned here. 


Capital from an lonic column 


LANGUAGE 
Spits [shappudim] - waw: Apparently from the Greek 
oxoðóç, spodos, meaning ashes. Others believe it to be of 
Semitic origin, as it resembles other similar words in Syriac. 


NOTES 

Goblet, knob, and flower - 151 37931233: According to the 
Rambam, these were formed one on top of the other, with the 
flower formed above the knob, which was formed above the 
goblet. According to Rashi, each was formed on a different side 
of the Candelabrum, possibly because it is hard to assume that 
all three would fit within one handbreadth. There are those 
who explain as Rashi does even with regard to other parts of 
the Candelabrum, even though those parts have room for all 
three to be formed one on top of the other (Ma‘aseh Hoshev). 


Like Alexandrian goblets — Dyas Dibia prs: According 
to Rashi, they were long and narrow. According to the Rambam, 
they were similar to goblets that are wide on top and narrow 
toward the base. From the image that the Rambam added to 
his commentary on the mishna, it appears that they were like 
overturned goblets, with the wide top at the bottom and the 
narrow part above. 


The apples of the Cherethites [Kartiyyim] — n»man oman: 
According to Rashi, the Gemara is referring to apples that came 
from the country or island of the Cherethites (see Zephaniah 
2:5). Other early commentaries have other versions of this 
word, which appears as beratim or berutim. It is explained in 
the Arukh that it refers to an apple whose length is greater 
than its width. Similarly, the Ramban explains that they are 
not perfectly round, but rather elongated like an egg. Another 
explanation is that it refers to a type of pomegranate (Sefer 
Kadmoniyyot HaYehudim). 


The ornaments in columns — }*Wwayit m8: Rashi explains that 
there are designs that are etched on the body of the Candela- 
brum, like the etchings that are made in columns. The Rambam, 
citing the geonim, explains that it refers to a flower border 
that is made around each branch of the Candelabrum, like 
the blossoms on the tops of columns of earlier time periods. 
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HALAKHA 

The goblets, the absence of each prevents ful- 
fillment of the mitzva with the others - D» 
"014 D¥12: The Candelabrum contained twenty-two 
goblets, nine flowers, and eleven knobs. If even one 
of these was absent, the Candelabrum was unfit; this 
is in accordance with the baraita. This is the halakha 
with regard to a gold Candelabrum. If the Candela- 
brum was fashioned from another type of metal, 
then it did not contain goblets, knobs, and flowers, 
in accordance with the baraita on 28a (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 3:3—4). 


Perek IH 
Daf29 Amuda 


NOTES 
Shimi, is it you — mx »3W: According to Rashi, Rav 
asks in bewilderment: Can it be that you, the great 
Sage Shimi, do not know the answer to this ques- 
tion on your own? (Rashi on Bekhorot 43b). Alter- 
natively, in tractate Nidda (24a), Rashi explains that 
Rav addressed his grandson Rav Shimi bar Hiyya in 
such a manner out of fondness for him, as if to say: 
Shimi, you know the answer. 
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With regard to the goblets, the absence of each prevents fulfillment 
of the mitzva with the others;" with regard to the knobs, the 
absence of each prevents fulfillment of the mitzva with the others; 
with regard to the flowers, the absence of each prevents fulfillment 
of the mitzva with the others. With regard to the goblets, knobs, 
and flowers, the absence of each prevents fulfillment of the mitzva 
with the others. 


The Gemara asks: Granted, there were twenty-two goblets on the 
Candelabrum, as it is written: “And in the Candelabrum four 
goblets made like almond blossoms” (Exodus 25:34), and it is writ- 
ten: “Three goblets made like almond blossoms in one branch, a 
knob, and a flower; and three goblets made like almond blossoms 
in the other branch, a knob, and a flower; so for the six branches 
going out of the Candelabrum” (Exodus 25:33). Therefore, the 
Candelabrum contains the four goblets of its main shaft, 


and the eighteen of the six branches; this equals twenty-two gob- 
lets. Concerning the knobs as well, it is clear how the number 
eleven was reached. The Candelabrum contains the two knobs of 
its main shaft, as the verse states: “Its knobs” (Exodus 25:34), with 
the plural “knobs” indicating that there were two, and the six of the 
six branches, as it is written: “In one branch, a knob and a flower’ 
(Exodus 25:33). In addition to these eight knobs, the verse states: 
“And a knob under two branches of one piece with it, and a knob 
under two branches of one piece with it, and a knob under two 
branches of one piece with it” (Exodus 25:35); this equals eleven 


knobs. 


o 


But from where do we derive that the Candelabrum contained nine 
flowers? According to the verse there are the two flowers of its 
main shaft, as it is written: “And its flowers” (Exodus 25:34), and the 
six of the six branches, as it is written: “In one branch, a knob and 
a flower” (Exodus 25:33), meaning that there are eight, not nine, 
flowers on the Candelabrum. Rav Shalman said in response: It is 
written: “It was a beaten work, from the base to the flower” (Num- 
bers 8:4), which teaches that there was a ninth flower near the base. 


Rav says: The height of the Candelabrum is nine handbreadths. 
Rav Shimi bar Hiyya raised an objection to the statement of Rav: 
We learned in a mishna ( Tamid 30b): There was a stone before the 
Candelabrum" and it had three steps, upon which the priest 
would stand and prepare the lamps for kindling. If the Candela- 
brum was only nine handbreadths high, why would it be necessary 
for the priest to stand on an elevated surface to reach the lamps? 


Rav said to him: Shimi, is it you" who is asking me such a question? 
When I said that the height of the Candelabrum is nine hand- 
breadths, I was referring not to the total height, which is eighteen 
handbreadths; rather, I meant that the Candelabrum is nine hand- 
breadths from the point at which the branches extend from the 
main shaft and above. 


HALAKHA 


There was a stone before the Candelabrum — miaa 23 mmga: the lamps. In addition, the priest would rest the utensils holding the 


A stone with three steps stood before the Candelabrum in the 
Temple. It is upon this stone that the priest would stand to prepare 
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oil, the tongs, and the pans upon this stone while he prepared the 
lamps (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 3:11). 
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§ It is written: “And the flowers, and the lamps, and the tongs, of 
gold, and that perfect gold [mikhlot zahav]” (11 Chronicles 4:21). 
The Gemara asks: What is meant by mikhlot zahav? Rav Ami says: 
It is a reference to the fact that the Candelabrum and its vessels 
exhausted [kilattu] all of Solomon’s pure [sagur]' gold [zahav]," 
which was used in its fashioning in such great quantities. As Rav 
Yehuda says that Rav said: Solomon made ten Candelabrums, 
and for each and every one he brought one thousand talents of 
gold, and they placed the gold in the furnace to refine it one thou- 
sand times, until they reduced the gold to one talent for each 
Candelabrum, as it is stated: “Ofa talent of pure gold shall it be made” 
(Exodus 25:39). 


The Gemara asks: Is that so that all of Solomon’s gold was exhausted 
for the fashioning of the Candelabrum and its vessels? But isn’t it 
written: “And all King Solomon’s drinking vessels were of gold, 
and all the vessels of the house of the forest of Lebanon were of 
pure gold; silver was nothing accounted of in the days of Solo- 
mon” (11 Chronicles 9:20)? The Gemara answers: We are saying 
that Solomon's pure gold was exhausted for the fashioning of the 
Candelabrum, but not all of his gold. 


The Gemara asks: And would refining the gold reduce it to this 
extent, that one thousand talents of gold would be reduced to 
one talent? But isn’t it taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yosei, son of 
Rabbi Yehuda, says: An incident occurred where the weight of 
the Candelabrum of the Temple was found to be greater than the 
weight of the Candelabrum of Moses by one Kordikini gold dinar, 
and they placed it in the furnace eighty times until the weight of 
the Candelabrum stood at precisely one talent. Evidently, putting 
the Candelabrum into a furnace reduces its weight by very little. 
The Gemara answers: Once it is standing, it is standing, i.e., since 
the gold was refined to such a degree in the time of Solomon, later 
when it was refined eighty times it was reduced by the weight of only 
one dinar. 


§ Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani says that Rabbi Yonatan says: 
What is the meaning of that which is written: “Upon the pure 
Candelabrum” (Leviticus 24:4)? It teaches that the procedure for 
fashioning it descended, i.e., was shown to Moses, from the place 
of purity, i.e., by God, who showed Moses a model of the Candela- 
brum. The Gemara asks: If that is so, is that to say that phrase “upon 
the pure Table” (Leviticus 24:6)" also teaches that the procedure 
for fashioning it was shown to Moses from the place of purity? 
Rather, the expression “the pure Table” teaches, by inference, that 
it is susceptible to becoming ritually impure. Here too, the expres- 
sion “the pure Candelabrum” teaches, by inference, that it is 
susceptible to becoming ritually impure. 


The Gemara rejects this: Granted, the inference drawn there with 
regard to the Table is in accordance with that which Reish Lakish 
says; as Reish Lakish says: What is the meaning of that which is 
written: “Upon the pure Table” (Leviticus 24:6)? The expression 
“pure Table” teaches, by inference, that itis susceptible to becoming 
ritually impure, but why? Isnt the Table a wooden vessel desig- 
nated to rest" in a fixed place, and any wooden vessel that is des- 
ignated to rest in a fixed place is not susceptible to becoming ritu- 
ally impure? Rather, this teaches that the Table was not always left 
in a fixed place; the priests would lift the Table with its shewbread 
to display the shewbread to the pilgrims" standing in the Temple 
courtyard, and a priest would say to them: See your affection 
before the Omnipresent. For this reason, the Table is susceptible 
to becoming ritually impure. 


Pure [sagur] - 


Wao: It is clear that this describes high-quality gold, 
but it is difficult to determine the literal meaning of the term sagur 


LANGUAGE 


in terms of other known meanings of the word. In any event, there 
is a similar term in Akkadian, skaru, meaning a type of pure gold. 


NOTES 


Pure gold [zahav sagur] - 39 amt: Rashi explains in 
accordance with the Gemara in tractate Yoma (45a) 
that it is called zahav sagur, which literally means 
closed gold, because when a shop opens to sell 
it, all the other shops close [nisgarot], as no one is 
interested in purchasing any other type of gold. The 
Ralbag explains that it means pure gold, and it is 
called zahav sagur because it is closed in a forge to 
remove its imperfections (see | Kings 7:49). 


Upon the pure Table, etc. — ^3) Ww nwa by: 
The Rashba explains that the reason the Gemara 
assumes that the form of the Table was not shown 
o Moses, as was the form of the Candelabrum, is 
hat it is only with regard to the Candelabrum that 
he verse states: “According to the pattern which the 
Lord had shown Moses, so he made the Candela- 
brum” (Numbers 8:4). Alternatively, the design of the 
Table was relatively straightforward, so there would 
be no need for it to be shown to Moses. 


That they would lift the Table to display the shew- 


the Table was Vales out tofthe Sanctuary (Ramban: 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav n:n). 
Tosafot in tractate Hagiga (26b) explain that the Table 
was not taken out of the Sanctuary; it was simply 
shown through the entrance of the Sanctuary. 


HALAKHA 

The pure Table, etc. =- 131 117187 nwa: At the 
conclusion of each Festival, all of the vessels in the 
Temple would be immersed in a ritual bath, since 
they were touched over the course of the Festival by 
those who are unreliable with regard to ritual purity. 
Therefore, all were told: Do not touch the Table in the 
Temple when it is shown to the pilgrims during the 
Festival, as this will cause it to be ritually impure after 
the Festival, and it will then require immersion in a 
ritual bath and the arrival of nightfall (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 11:11). 


Wooden vessel designated to rest — »wyy yy op 
nm: A wooden utensil designated to remain fixed 
in its place and never moved is not susceptible to 
contracting ritual impurity, either by Torah or rab- 
binic law, even if it is small (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Kelim 3:1). 
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LANGUAGE 


Belt [pesikiyya] — x5: From the Latin fascia, 


meaning wide belt or girdle. 


HALAKHA 


Two passages that are in the mezuza — nw 


mavaaw nigy: With regard to the two pas- 


sages that are in the mezuza, i.e, the first and 
second paragraphs of Shema, the absence 
of even one letter prevents fulfillment of the 


mitzva by Torah law (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hil- 


khot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 1:2; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 32:4 and Yoreh Dea 288:7). 


Taw Oa LWIT DANN KD 
onba nyy) bins D) ot 12 swim an 
nwb” ANI WDD ipo D397 

ana ova on on 


- TRAV ome YN min KIT xb 
niama aba An» niama by, KDW 
pryn ve Kby law poapn 

TID Dipan 


Sw pines sgt NAP STE DP ay AN 
TITY WX by TTI WX by inden DN 
“Take ONS Mey) MwA Mey) Dw 
TRY TANS Ws DEMAND BY) TH” 

"a 


iowa DWAT Me OpY DYR NYY 
DNP NDT M237 WIS PRTI WY 
DDD DN ONT SWN” 


PPI I AY KIN TD KYT DT WX 
DEII KPDS Paa Wan DWE 
nwyn my da7, nyy mind 

ma 


va ona awh Seyaws a7 a7 an 
wirp $ me wY “mind b pep 
wc TID ITN AyaENe T Na 
TYLA my D037- Mi ows win 
VTT 2037- win wrx yet 
NDT — OW DPT VNA o3 mI 
nin AK DWN ON NYT ns} my 
by MUA WY Y gW ABE 

rnan 


Jims it nizayn minaw niw nw” 
Ispas aaya T AND aN 


184 MENAHOT ' PEREK III: 29A + V391 p 


Parenthetically, the Gemara asks: What is meant by: See your affection 
before God? It is in accordance with that which Rabbi Yehoshua ben 
Levi says, as Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi says: A great miracle was 
performed with the shewbread: Its condition at the time ofits removal 
from the Table, after having been left there for a week, was like its condi- 
tion at the time of its arrangement on the Table, as it is stated: “To 
place hot bread on the day when it was taken away” (1 Samuel 21:7), 
indicating that it was as hot on the day ofits removal as it was on the day 
when it was placed on the Table. 


The Gemara resumes stating its objection: But here, with regard to the 

Candelabrum, there is no reason to explain that the expression “the pure 

Candelabrum” teaches, by inference, that it is susceptible to becoming 
ritually impure; this is obvious, as the Candelabrums are metal vessels, 
and metal vessels are susceptible to becoming ritually impure whether 
or not they remain in a fixed location. Rather, it must be that the expres- 
sion “the pure Candelabrum” teaches that the procedure for fashioning 

it descended, i.e., was shown to Moses, from the place of purity. 

§ Itis taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, says: An 

Ark of fire and a Table of fire and a Candelabrum of fire descended 

from the Heavens, and Moses saw their format and fashioned the 

vessels for the Tabernacle in their likeness. As it is stated after the 

command to fashion these items: “And see that you make them 

after their pattern, which is being shown to you in the mount” 
(Exodus 25:40). 


The Gemara asks: If that is so, is that to say that the verse: “And you 
shall set up the Tabernacle according to its fashion which has been 
shown to you in the mount” (Exodus 26:30), also indicates that God 
showed Moses a Tabernacle of fire? The Gemara answers: Here, with 
regard to the Tabernacle, it is written: “According to its fashion,’ mean- 
ing that it should be built according to the instructions given to Moses, 
whereas there, with regard to the Ark, Table, and Candelabrum, it is 
written: “After their pattern,” indicating that an actual model of the 
items was shown to Moses. 


Apropos this discussion the Gemara relates: Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba says 
that Rabbi Yohanan says: The angel Gabriel was girded with a type of 
wide belt [pesikiyya]' in the manner of artisans who tie up their clothes 
to prevent these clothes from hindering them in their work. And he 
showed the precise way to fashion the Candelabrum to Moses, as it 
is written: “And this is the work of the Candelabrum” (Numbers 8:4), 
and the term “this” indicates that an exact replica was shown to him. 


The school of Rabbi Yishmael taught: Three matters were difficult for 
Moses to comprehend precisely, until the Holy One, Blessed be He, 
showed them to him with His finger, and these are the three matters: 
The form of the Candelabrum, and the exact size of the new moon, and 

the impure creeping animals. The Candelabrum was shown to him, as 

it is written: “And this is the work of the Candelabrum” (Numbers 

8:4). The new moon was shown to him, as it is written: “This month 

shall be for you the beginning of months” (Exodus 12:2). The creeping 
animals were shown to him, as it is written: “And these are they which 

are unclean for you among the swarming things” (Leviticus 11:29). And 

there are those who say that God also showed Moses the halakhot of 
slaughtering, as it is stated: “Now this is that which you shall sacrifice 

upon the altar” (Exodus 29:38), and slaughtering is the first ritual of 
sacrifice. 


§ The mishna teaches: With regard to the two passages that are in the 
mezuza," the absence of each prevents fulfillment of the mitzva with 
the others. And furthermore, the absence of even one letter prevents 
fulfillment of the mitzva with the rest of them. The Gemara asks: 
Isn't it obvious that the absence of even one letter prevents fulfillment 
of the mitzva, since it is written: “And you shall write them [ukhtavtam]” 
(Deuteronomy 6:9), which teaches that the writing [ketav] must be 
complete [tam]? 
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Rav Yehuda says that Rav says: It was necessary to state that only 
to teach that even the absence of the thorn, i.e., the small stroke, of 
a letter yod" prevents fulfillment of the mitzva. The Gemara asks: 
But isn’t this also obvious, since the letter is not formed properly? 
Rather, it is necessary according to another statement that Rav 
Yehuda says that Rav says, as Rav Yehuda says that Rav says: Any 
letter that is not encircled with blank parchment" on all four of 
its sides, i.e., where its ink connects to the letter above it, below it, 
preceding it, or succeeding it, is unfit. When the mishna makes 
reference to one letter preventing fulfillment of the mitzva, it is 
referring to a letter that touches an adjacent letter. 


Ashiyan bar Nadbakh says in the name of Rav Yehuda: If the inner 
part of the letter heh was perforated" it is fit," but if the perforation 
was in the leg of the letter heh™ it is unfit. Rabbi Zeira says: This 
matter was explained to me by Rav Huna, and Rabbi Ya'akov says: 
This matter was explained to me by Rav Yehuda: If the inner part 
of the letter heh was perforated it is fit. In a case where the perfora- 
tion was in the leg of the letter heh, then if there remained in the 
leg that is attached to the roof of the letter the equivalent of the 
measure of a small letter,™ i.e., the letter yod, then it is fit. But if 


SBN ST] MON NYY 


not, it is unfit. 


The Gemara relates: Agra, the father-in-law of Rabbi Abba, 


NOTES 


The thorn of a letter yod - 7 bw mip: According to Rashi, this 
refers to the right leg of the letter yod. Rabbeinu Tam objects to 
this, explaining that this is obvious, as without the right leg there 
remains no letter yod. He explains the Gemara to be referring to 
the portion of the roof of the letter yod that is bent down on the 
left side. According to the Rosh (Hilkhot Sefer Torah 12) it refers to 
the stroke that extends upward from the left edge of the letter 
yod; see Piskei Hakid for a refutation of this opinion. 


Thorn of the yod according to Rashi (1), the Rosh (2), and Rabbeinu Tam (3) 


If the inner part of the letter heh was perforated it is fit - 3 
wo raw iain: According to Rashi’s first explanation, this refers 
to the left leg of the letter heh. Other early commentaries object 


Encircled with blank parchment — ay apna: Every letter must 
be surrounded by blank parchment on all four sides, rather than 
being connected to an adjacent letter. If it is not surrounded by 
parchment then it is not fit (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin 
UMezuza VeSefer Torah 1:19; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 32:4 and 
Yoreh De'a 274:4). 


If the inner part of the letter heh was perforated - i3in 3p 
vatbw: If, after the letter heh or mem was written, its inner space 
was perforated, it is fit, even if the perforation filled the entire 
space. This is in accordance with the second explanation of Rashi. 
It appears that according to the Jerusalem Talmud it is necessary 
for the inside of the letter and not only the outside to be sur- 
rounded by parchment. One should act in accordance with the 


HALAKHA 


to this, claiming that it does not fit with the language of the 
Gemara, which is speaking of the inner part of the letter, and 
that there is no reason to call the left leg and not the right leg the 
inside of the letter (Sefer HaTeruma 204). The Rambam and others 
agree with Rashi’s second explanation, that it refers to the space 
within the letter. It is stated in the Jerusalem Talmud in the name 
of Ashiyan that the letter is fit only if the inside, as well as the 
outside, is encircled on all four sides with parchment. 


In the leg of the letter heh if there remained in it the equivalent 
of the measure of a small letter — nis Hywa ia WAWI OX DY 
map: According to Rashi, this refers to the right leg of the letter 
heh, as the left leg is referred to as the inside of the letter. Therefore, 
the requirement that the equivalent of a letter yod remain applies 
only to the right leg, but in the case of the left leg if any amount 
remains it is fit (Rosh). Others disagree, and hold that the require- 
ment that the equivalent of a letter yod remain applies to both 
the left and the right leg (Nimmukei Yosef). Rashi’s explanation is 
difficult, since if all that remains of the right leg is the equivalent 
of the letter yod that is attached to the roof of the letter, then the 
left leg is not parallel to it but rather below it, and the form of 
the letter heh does not remain. For this reason, some explain the 
opposite, that it is in the case of the left leg that the letter is still 
fit if the equivalent of a letter yod remains (Rabbi David Luria). 


opinion of the Jerusalem Talmud ab initio (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 1:20; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 32:15, and see Mishna Berura there). 


If the perforation was in the leg of the letter heh — i2"...3))%2: 
Ifthe perforation was in the right leg of the letter heh, then if there 
remains of the leg the equivalent of the letter yod, then it is fit; if 
not, it is unfit. If the left leg was perforated, as long as some small 
amount remained of it, it is fit according to the Rosh and the first 
explanation of Rashi. According to other authorities it is fit only 
if there remains the equivalent of the letter yod, and this is the 
halakha in practice (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza 
VeSefer Torah 1:20; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 32:15, and in the 
comment of Rema). 


BACKGROUND 


Inner part of the letter heh...leg of the letter heh - 


iay.. bw spin: 


Inner part of the letter heh according to two explanations of Rashi 


If there remained in the leg the equivalent of the mea- 
sure of a small letter — Mapp Nix WHI ia WAWI DX: 


Letter heh with the minimal portion of its leg intact according to Rashi 
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HALAKHA 


Severed.. .bring a child who is neither wise nor 
stupid — wp xd) wn xo MPP YK... NP DDN: 

Any letter that cannot be read correctly bya child of 
average intelligence is not fit. Therefore, one must be 
careful to ensure that the letter yod does not appear 
to be a vay, that the letter vav not appear to be a yod, 
that the letter kaf not resemble a letter beit and vice 
versa, and that the letter dalet does not resemble the 
letter reish and vice versa. If a straight letter, such as 
the letters vav or zayin, was severed, or if the leg of 
the final form of the letter nun or kaf was severed, if 
a child of average intelligence can identify it, then it 
is fit, and if not then it is unfit. The Rema writes that if 
it is apparent that the letter is no longer written cor- 
rectly, even if it can be identified by a child it is unfit 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer 
Torah 1:19; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 32:16). 


BACKGROUND 
Tying crowns — w3 Wip: Though the expres- 
sion tying crowns is meant figuratively, i.e., attach- 
ing crowns to the letters, there is significance to 
the literal meaning, as many crown-like items, e.g., 
garlands, are formed by tying smaller items to one 
another. 


Return behind you — sing ‘itn: This expression, 
which means: Turn to that which is after you, refers 
to that which will be in the future. In the Bible, the 
term after can refer to that which is to come in the 
future (see Isaiah 41:23), and stands in contrast to that 
which is before you, which refers to events that have 
already transpired (see Deuteronomy 4:32). Similarly, 
in rabbinic usage the terms: That which is before, and: 
What will be after, refer to past and future events, 
respectively (see Hagiga nb and Tosefta, Hagiga 2:7). 


PERSONALITIES 


Akiva ben Yosef - i? a Nay: Akiva ben Yosef, 
known as Rabbi Akiva, was one of the greatest of 
the tanna’im from just after the destruction of the 
Second Temple until the bar Kokheva revolt. 

According to tradition, Rabbi Akiva began his 
studies at the age of forty, when Rachel, the daughter 
of the wealthy Kalba Savua, agreed to marry him on 
condition that he would go and study Torah. Rabbi 
Akiva became the student of Rabbi Eliezer ben Hyr- 
canus and Rabbi Yehoshua ben Hananya. Ultimately, 
he became a great scholar, with 24,000 students of 
his own. 

Rabbi Akiva’s foremost students included Shimon 
ben Azzai and Shimon ben Zoma, with whom he 
studied esoteric elements of the Torah. Later, he 
aught Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Shimon bar Yohai, 
among others. He supported bar Kokheva's revolt 
against the Roman authorities, declaring him the 
essiah. Even when the Roman emperor Hadrian 
banned the study of Torah, Rabbi Akiva continued 
gathering Jews and teaching Torah. Ultimately, he 
was captured and executed. He is listed as one of 
he ten martyrs whose execution by the Romans is 
described in liturgy. 

Rabbi Akiva collected early rabbinic statements 
and worked to organize the Oral Torah systemati- 
cally. The work done by Rabbi Akiva and his students 
served as the basis for the Mishna, which was later 
redacted by Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and his disciples. 


LANGUAGE 


Butcher shop [makkulin] - papa: From the Latin 
macellum, meaning butcher shop. 
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had the leg of the letter heh in the term: “The nation [ha‘am] 
(Exodus 13:3), written in his phylacteries, severed by a perforation. 
He came before his son-in-law Rabbi Abba to clarify the halakha. 
Rabbi Abba said to him: If there remains in the leg that is attached 
to the roof of the letter the equivalent of the measure of a small 
letter, i.e., the letter yod, it is fit. But if not, it is unfit. 


The Gemara relates: Rami bar Tamrei, who was the father-in-law 
of Rami bar Dikkulei, had the leg of the letter vav in the term: 
“And the Lord slew [vayaharog] all the firstborn” (Exodus 13:15), 
written in his phylacteries, severed by a perforation. He came 
before Rabbi Zeira to clarify the halakha. Rabbi Zeira said to him: 
Go bring a child who is neither wise nor stupid,"" but of average 
intelligence; if he reads the term as “And the Lord slew [vayaha- 
rog]” then itis fit, as despite the perforation the letter is still seen as 
a vav. But if not, then it is as though the term were: Will be slain 

[yehareg], written without the letter vav, and it is unfit. 


§ Rav Yehuda says that Rav says: When Moses ascended on High, 
he found the Holy One, Blessed be He, sitting and tying crowns? 
on the letters" of the Torah. Moses said before God: Master of the 
Universe, who is preventing You from giving the Torah without 
these additions? God said to him: There is a man who is destined 
to be born after several generations, and Akiva ben Yosef” is his 
name; he is destined to derive from each and every thorn of these 
crowns mounds upon mounds of halakhot. It is for his sake that 
the crowns must be added to the letters of the Torah. 


Moses said before God: Master of the Universe, show him to me. 
God said to him: Return behind you.’ Moses went and sat at the 
end of the eighth row in Rabbi Akiva’s study hall and did not 
understand what they were saying. Moses’ strength waned, as he 
thought his Torah knowledge was deficient. When Rabbi Akiva 
arrived at the discussion of one matter, his students said to him: 
My teacher, from where do you derive this? Rabbi Akiva said to 
them: It is a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai. When 
Moses heard this, his mind was put at ease, as this too was part of 
the Torah that he was to receive. 


Moses returned and came before the Holy One, Blessed be He, 
and said before Him: Master of the Universe, You have a man as 
great as this and yet You still choose to give the Torah through me. 
Why? God said to him: Be silent; this intention arose before 
Me. Moses said before God: Master of the Universe, You have 
shown me Rabbi Akiva’s Torah, now show me his reward. God 
said to him: Return to where you were. Moses went back and 
saw that they were weighing Rabbi Akiva’s flesh in a butcher 
shop [bemakkulin],' as Rabbi Akiva was tortured to death by the 
Romans. Moses said before Him: Master of the Universe, this is 
Torah and this is its reward? God said to him: Be silent; this 
intention arose before Me. 


NOTES 


Who is neither wise nor stupid - wav xb) man KoT: If the child 
is wise, then he will understand from the context what the word 
should be and will read it correctly even if it is no longer written 
correctly. If the child is foolish then he will be unable to identify the 


letter unless it is written perfectly (Rashi). 


He found the Holy One Blessed be He sitting and tying crowns 
niin) ons wip aviy satya wip ixyn: 
These crowns are the decorative strokes that are added to the 
letters. Some are strokes that extend from the edge of the letters 
(see Rashi and Tosafot), while others appear as though they were 


on the letters - 


early commentaries also document different types of decorative 
ornamentation, including unique forms of letters that were passed 
down as a tradition. These are all found in Sefer Tagei, part of which 
can still be found in the Mahzor Vitri, this work contains detailed 
instructions with regard to the writing of a Torah scroll, including 
lists of the ornamentation and unique letters. It is attributed to Eli 
the High Priest, who is thought to have copied the information from 
the stones in Gilgal upon which Joshua inscribed the Torah (see Rav 
Se’adya Gaon’s commentary on Sefer Yetzira and the introduction 
to the Ramban's commentary on the Torah). Many relevant sources 
can be found in Torah Shelema, volume 29. 


a thin letter zayin that is written upon the roof of the letter. The 
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§ The Gemara continues its discussion of the crowns on letters 
of the Torah: Rava says: Seven letters require three crowns 
[ziyyunin],'\ and they are the letters shin, ayin, tet, nun, zayin; 
gimmel and tzadi."™ Rav Ashi says: I have seen that the exacting 
scribes of the study hall of Rav would put a hump-like stroke on 
the roof of the letter het®’ and they would suspend the left leg of 
the letter heh,” i.e., they would ensure that it is not joined to the 
roof of the letter. 


Rava explains: They would put a hump-like stroke on the roof of 
the letter het as if to thereby say: The Holy One, Blessed be He, lives 
[hai] in the heights of the universe. And they would suspend the 
left leg of the letter heh, as Rabbi Yehuda Nesia asked Rabbi Ami: 
What is the meaning of that which is written: “Trust in the Lord 
forever, for in the Lord [beYah] is God, an everlasting [olamim] 
Rock” (Isaiah 26:4)? Rabbi Ami said to him: Anyone who puts 
their trust in the Holy One, Blessed be He, will have Him as his 
refuge in this world and in the World-to-Come. This is alluded to 
in the word “olamim,” which can also mean: Worlds. 


Rabbi Yehuda Nesia said to Rabbi Ami: I was not asking about the 
literal meaning of the verse; this is what poses a difficulty for me: 
What is different about that which is written: “For in the Lord 


[beYah],” and it is not written: For the Lord [Yah]? 


Three crowns [ziyyunin] — p3» nbw: A ziyyun is an small 
ornamental stroke that extends from the roof of the letter. In 
the case of letters that have several roofs, the stroke extends 
from the left roof (see Nimmukei Yosef). The Rambam explains 
that it refers to a hair-thin line that has a thick stroke on top, and 
therefore has an appearance similar to the letter zayin. Other 
early commentaries explain that the ziyyun is not a crown on top 
of the letter, but rather an instruction with regard to the writing 
of the letters themselves, specifically that their roofs should not 
be rounded but rather formed from three angles (Sefer Yere’im; 
Rid, citing Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). 


Shin, ayin, tet, nun, zayin, gimmel and tzadi - ¥” "vyw: 
These are the only letters that can be written with this type of 
crown, since they are the only letters that contain a straight and 
not diagonal or rounded roof (Or Zarua, Hilkhot Tefillin 554). See 
other explanations in the commentary attributed to Rashba, 
and esoteric explanations cited by the Mishna Berura (36:15) in 
the name of the Sefer HaTiyyul. According to most of the early 
commentaries, the Gemara is referring to all instances where 
these letters appear in the Torah. According to the Rambam and 
Rabbi Yehuda of Barcelona, the context is the mishna’s discus- 
sion of the passages in the mezuza, and therefore Rava means 
that there is one instance in these passages where each of these 
letters requires three crowns. See the discussion in the Tur and 
Beit Yosef (Orah Hayyim 36) for the opinions of other early com- 
mentaries who suggest that all instances of these letters require 
crowns, but these seven instances require larger strokes. 


Would put a hump-like stroke [hatrei] on the roof of the 
letter het - n” mu amy tT: Rashi explains that the term 
hatrei is derived from the word stick [hutra] and therefore refers 
toa leftward stroke from the roof of the letter het (Tosafot; Rosh). 
Rabbeinu Tam explains that it refers to a hump-like mark, in 
accordance with the mishna in tractate Shabbat (104b), where 
it is explained that the letter het is made up of two instances of 
the letter zayin joined together. 


NOTES 


And they would suspend the left leg of the letter heh — 
wnt myy mb bm: Just as the scribes would extend the leg 
of the letter het upward above the roof, so too they would take 
care to ensure that the left leg of the letter heh would not touch 
he roof of the letter. The early commentaries ask why this is 
described as the behavior of exacting scribes and not simply 
he basic halakhic requirement, as otherwise the letter heh 
appears to be the letter het (see Shabbat 103b). Some explain 
hat while the basic requirement calls only for a tiny space to be 
eft between the roof and the left leg of the heh, these exacting 
scribes would take care to place the leg at a greater distance 
rom the roof (Rivash). Others explain that the letter heh is also 
closed on three sides but is distinguishable from the letter het 
as its left leg is closer to the middle of the roof and not all the 
way to its side (commentary attributed to Rashba), or because 
the upper edge of the het is thick, whereas that of the heh is 
thin (Jashbetz). It is explained in the Jerusalem Talmud (Megilla 
1:9) that during certain periods the letter heh was written as 
closed on three sides; this can be seen in different manuscripts 
throughout many generations. 


Het made up of two letters zayin 


LANGUAGE 
Crowns [ziyyunin] — p3»: Some explain that this word 
refers to a decoration, akin to the crowns mentioned before. 
There is a similar expression in Arabic meaning decoration, 
4433, Zinah. Others explain that it refers to the letter zayin, 
which is written in small print upon the roof of the words. 


HALAKHA 

Shin, ayin, tet, nun, zayin, gimmel and tzadi — %”3 "30yw: 
When writing a Torah scroll, phylacteries, or mezuza, it is 
necessary to add crowns to the letters shin, ayin, tet, nun, 
zayin, gimmel, and tzadi. The scribes customarily add crowns 
to other letters as well. Even if crowns were not added to 
the letters shin, ayin, tet, nun, zayin, gimmel, and tzadi, the 
item is fit (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza 
VeSefer Torah 2:9, 5:3, 7:9-10; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
36:3 and Yoreh De‘a 274:6, 288:7). 


BACKGROUND 
Shin, ayin, tet, nun, zayin; gimmel and aes vioyw: 


ys Top 


Letters with three crowns 


Would put a hump-like stroke on the roof of the letter 
het- nny my any wn: These samples from the Dead 
Sea Scrolls show strokes on both sides of the roof of the 
letter het. 


nH 


Samples of the letter het from the Dead Sea Scrolls excavated at Qumran 


They would suspend the left leg of the letter heh - bn 
vit mya) mb: The samples from the Dead Sea Scrolls in 
the image ‘show that scribes would customarily inscribe 
the letter heh so that it was closed on three sides, without 
the left leg of the letter suspended in the air. Therefore, the 
primary difference between a letter heh and a letter het, 
aside from the strokes on the roof of the het, was the place- 
ment of the leg ofthe letter heh near the center of the letter. 
Similarly, the distinction between the two can be seen in 
the image of the excerpt from the Aleppo Codex, which 
was written in Tiberias in the tenth century. Here, another 
difference is apparent, as the upper edge of the left leg of 
the heh is narrower than that of the het. 


NATN 


Samples of the letter heh from the Dead Sea Scrolls excavated at Qumran 


vt! Bed 


Excerpt from the Aleppo Codex 


187 


303.773 p - MENAHOT - PEREK III : 29B 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


HALAKHA 

Three may be corrected, etc. — ^2) {pn why: 
Itis prohibited to retain a Torah scroll in one’s pos- 
session for more than thirty days if it has mistakes 
that have not been corrected. Instead it must be 
corrected or buried. A Torah scroll that has three 
mistakes in every column should be corrected, 
but if there were four mistakes in every column it 
should be buried. If the majority of the scroll was 
corrected and the remaining portion had four 
mistakes in every column, but there remained 
even one column from the corrupted part without 
four mistakes, it should be corrected. This is in 
accordance with the baraita, and with the state- 
ment of Rabbi Yitzhak bar Shmuel bar Marta in 
he name of Rav. This is the halakha only when 
he mistakes pertain to missing letters, since it is 
improper for the Torah scroll to contain so many 
insertions above the lines. If the errors pertained 
o words containing too many letters, they should 
be corrected, since erasing the letters is not deni- 
grating for the Torah scroll. This is in accordance 
with the statement of Rav Yosef and the explana- 
ion of Rav Kahana (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 7:12; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 279:4). 
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Rav Ashi responded: It is as Rabbi Yehuda bar Rabbi Elai taught: 
The verse “For in the Lord [beYah] is God, an everlasting Rock [ Tzur 
olamim]” is understood as follows: The term “Tzur olamim” can also 
mean Creator of worlds. These letters yod and heh that constitute 
the word yah are referring to the two worlds that the Holy One, 
Blessed be He, created; one with [ be] the letter heh and one with 
[be] the letter yod. And I do not know whether the World-to- 
Come was created with the letter yod and this world was created 
with the letter heh, or whether this world was created with the 
letter yod and the World-to-Come was created with the letter heh. 


When the verse states: “These are the generations of the heaven 
and of the earth when they were created [behibare‘am]” (Genesis 
2:4), do not read it as behibare’am, meaning: When they were 
created; rather, read it as beheh bera‘am, meaning: He created them 
with the letter heh. This verse demonstrates that the heaven and the 
earth, i.e., this world, were created with the letter heh, and therefore 
the World-to-Come must have been created with the letter yod. 


And for what reason was this world created specifically with the 
letter heh? It is because the letter heh, which is open on its bottom, 
has a similar appearance to a portico, which is open on one side. 
And it alludes to this world, where anyone who wishes to leave 
may leave, i.e., every person has the ability to choose to do evil. And 
what is the reason that the left leg of the letter heh is suspended, 
i.e., is not joined to the roof of the letter? It is because if one repents, 
he is brought back in through the opening at the top. 


The Gemara asks: But why not let him enter through that same 

way that he left? The Gemara answers: That would not be effective, 
since one requires assistance from Heaven in order to repent, in 

accordance with the statement of Reish Lakish. As Reish Lakish 

says: What is the meaning of that which is written: “If it concerns 

the scorners, He scorns them, but to the humble He gives grace” 
(Proverbs 3:34.)? Concerning one who comes in order to become 

pure, he is assisted from Heaven, as it is written: “But to the humble 

He gives grace.” Concerning one who comes to become impure, 
he is provided with an opening to do so. The Gemara asks: And 

what is the reason that the letter heh has a crown on its roof? The 

Gemara answers: The Holy One, Blessed be He, says: If a sinner 

returns, repenting for his sin, I tie a crown for him from above. 


The Gemara asks: For what reason was the World-to-Come 
created specifically with the letter yod, the smallest letter in the 
Hebrew alphabet? The Gemara answers: It is because the righteous 
of the world are so few. And for what reason is the left side of the 
top of the letter yod bent downward? It is because the righteous 
who are in the World-to-Come hang their heads in shame, since 
the actions of one are not similar to those of another. In the 
World-to-Come some of the righteous will be shown to be of greater 
stature than others. 


§ Rav Yosef says: Rav states these two matters with regard to 
scrolls, and in each case a statement is taught in a baraita that 
constitutes a refutation of his ruling. One is that which Rav says: 
A Torah scroll that contains two errors on each and every column 
may be corrected, but if there are three errors on each and every 
column then it shall be interred. 


And a statement is taught in a baraita that constitutes a refutation 
of his ruling: A Torah scroll that contains three errors on every 
column may be corrected," but if there are four errors on every 
column then it shall be interred. A tanna taught in a baraita: If the 
Torah scroll contains one complete column with no errors, it 
saves the entire Torah scroll, and it is permitted to correct the 
scroll rather than interring it. Rabbi Yitzhak bar Shmuel bar Marta 
says in the name of Rav: And this is the halakha only when the 
majority of the scroll is written properly and is not full of errors. 
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Abaye said to Rav Yosef: If that column contained three errors, 
what is the halakha? Rav Yosef said to him: Since the column itself 
may be corrected, it enables the correction of the entire scroll. The 
Gemara adds: And with regard to the halakha that a Torah scroll 
may not be fixed if it is full of errors, this statement applies when 
letters are missing and must be added in the space between the lines. 
But if there were extraneous letters, we have no problem with it, 
since they can easily be erased. The Gemara asks: What is the rea- 
son that a scroll with letters missing may not be corrected? Rav 
Kahana said: Because it would look speckled if one adds all of the 
missing letters in the spaces between the lines. 


The Gemara relates: Agra, the father-in-law of Rabbi Abba, had 
many extraneous letters in his scroll. He came before Rabbi Abba 
to clarify the halakha. Rabbi Abba said to him: We said that one 
may not correct the scroll only in a case where the letters are 
missing. 


But if there are extraneous letters, we have no problem with it, and 
one may erase them. This is the first halakha that Rav stated, which 
is refuted in a baraita. 


The other is that which Rav says: One who writes a Torah scroll 
and comes to finish writing it may finish writing it anywhere in the 
column, and this is the halakha even with regard to finishing it in 
the middle of the column. The Gemara raises an objection from 
a baraita: One who writes a Torah scroll and comes to finish writ- 
ing it may not finish writing it in the middle of the column in the 
manner that one finishes writing one of the five books of the Torah 
written as an independent scroll. Rather, he should progressively 
shorten the width of the lines until he finishes the scroll at the end 
of the column. The Gemara answers: When Rav says that one may 
finish writing even in the middle of a column, he was referring to 
one of the five books of the Torah. 


The Gemara asks: But doesn’t Rav say his statement with regard to 
a Torah scroll? The Gemara answers: He was referring to one of the 
five books that constitute a Torah scroll. Rav meant that when 
writing a Torah scroll, one may finish writing any of the first four 
books in the middle of a column. The Gemara asks: Is that so? But 
doesn’t Rabbi Yehoshua bar Abba say that Rav Giddel says that 
Rav says: The words: “In the sight of all Israel” (Deuteronomy 
34:12), which conclude the Torah, may be written even in the 
middle of the column? The Gemara answers: That ruling that was 
stated is with regard to finishing the Torah scroll in the middle of 
the line, i.e., in the middle of the width of the column. 


The Gemara cites another opinion: The Rabbis say that one may 
finish writing a Torah scroll even in the middle of the line," but one 
may finish writing it at the end of the line as well. Rav Ashi says that 
one must finish writing the Torah scroll specifically in the middle 
of the line. And the halakha is that it must be ended specifically in 
the middle of the line." 


HALAKHA 


In the middle of the line — maw yxnga: When writing a Torah scroll, 
one must end in the middle of the last line of the column. If there 
are many lines of the column remaining, one should write using tall 
letters, so that one word will occupy the space usually occupied by 


but should not finish the line. In this way, one ensures that the words 

“in the sight of all Israel” (Deuteronomy 34:12) appear in the middle 
of the line at the end of the column (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 7:7; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 272:4). 


four or five lines (Tur). One should begin at the beginning of the line 


ublisher 


NOTES 


The Rabbis say one may finish writing a Torah 
scroll even in the middle of the line — "vate pan 
mow yaxa qx: The straightforward under- 
standing of the Gemara here is that the Rabbis 
and Rav Ashi disagree as to the meaning of the 
term: In the middle of the line. According to the 
Rabbis, it means that one may conclude writing 
the Torah scroll even in the middle of the line, 
whereas according to Rav Ashi it means that 
one must conclude writing the Torah scroll in 
the middle of the line, to demonstrate that this 
is the conclusion of the Torah (Rabbi David Luria; 
Tosafot Hitzoniyyot; Nimmukei Yosef). 

According to Rashi, the Rabbis and Rav Ashi 
are continuing the dispute as to whether or not 
one may conclude writing the Torah scroll in 
the middle of a sheet of parchment. According 
to the Rabbis, one may conclude writing the 
Torah scroll in the middle of a line, and simi- 
larly in the middle of a sheet of parchment, in 
accordance with the straightforward meaning 
of Rav’s statement. According to Rav Ashi, one 
may conclude writing the Torah scroll in the 
middle of a line but not in the middle of a sheet 
of parchment, in accordance with the Gemara’s 
explanation of Rav's statement in light of the 
difficulty posed by the baraita. The commentar- 
ies discuss extensively the reason that Rashi felt 
the need to explain the Gemara in this manner 
(see commentary attributed to Rashba, Tzon 
Kodashim, and Rashash). 
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HALAKHA 

Eight verses of the Torah - minaw opos njaw: 
According to the Rambam, the last eight verses of the 
Torah may be read even in the absence of a quorum of 
ten men. Despite the fact that they are an integral part 
of the Torah and were said to Moses by God, because 
they are presented as being after Moses’ death they 
differ from the rest of the Torah. Most authorities hold 
that the meaning of the Gemara is that the eight verses 
may not be divided into two sections when read in the 
synagogue, but must be read all together by one indi- 
vidual (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla13:6; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 428:7). 


One who purchases a Torah scroll in the market- 
place, etc. — 131 PW p TIA 20 npiba: There is a 
positive mitzva that every Jewish man write a Torah 
scroll for himself, as it is stated: “Now therefore write this 
song for you” (Deuteronomy 31:19), which is interpreted 
as meaning that every person should write a Torah scroll 
hat contains the song referred to in that verse. The 
Rema, citing Nimmukei Yosef, writes that if one hires 
a scribe to write a Torah scroll on his behalf, or if one 
purchases a scroll that contains errors and fixes them, 
it is as though he wrote the Torah scroll himself. If one 
purchased a Torah scroll in the market without emend- 
ing any part of it, it is as though he seized the mitzva 
rom the market and did not fulfill his obligation. Others 
hold that he has fulfilled the positive mitzva (Gra, citing 
Rashi). The Shulhan Arukh writes that nowadays it is a 
mitzva to write individual books of the Torah, Mishna, 
Gemara, and their commentaries. Halakhic authorities 
disagree whether this is in place of the mitzva to write 
a Torah scroll or in addition to it (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 7:1; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De‘a 270:1-2, and see Beer Heitev and Pithei Teshuva 
there). 
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Rabbi Yehoshua bar Abba says that Rav Giddel says that Rav 
says: With regard to the last eight verses of the Torah (Deuter- 
onomy32:5-12)," a single individual reads them" in the synagogue, 
as that section may not be divided between two readers. The 
Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion is this said? It is 
not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon. 


As it is taught in a baraita: The verse states: “And Moses the servant 
of the Lord died there” (Deuteronomy 34:5). Is it possible that 
after Moses died, he himself wrote: “And Moses died there”? 
Rather, Moses wrote the entire Torah until this point, and Joshua 
bin Nun wrote from this point forward; this is the statement of 
Rabbi Yehuda. And some say that Rabbi Nehemya stated this 
opinion. 


Rabbi Shimon said to him: Is it possible that the Torah scroll was 
missing a single letter? But it is written that God instructed Moses: 
“Take this Torah scroll and put it by the side of the Ark of the 
Covenant” (Deuteronomy 31:26), indicating that the Torah was 
complete as is and that nothing further would be added to it. 


Rabbi Shimon explains: Rather, until this point, i.e., the verse 
describing the death of Moses, the Holy One, Blessed be He, dic- 
tated and Moses wrote the text and repeated after Him. From this 
point forward, with regard to Moses’ death, the Holy One, Blessed 
be He, dictated and Moses wrote with tears without repeating the 
words, due to his great sorrow. As it is stated there with regard to 
Jeremiah’s dictation of the prophecy of the destruction of the Tem- 
ple to Baruch ben Neriah: “And Baruch said to them: He dictated 
all these words to me, and I wrote them with ink in the scroll” 
(Jeremiah 36:18), but he did not repeat the words after Jeremiah. 


The Gemara now states its inference: Shall we say that the ruling of 
Rav that the last verses of the Torah are read by only one reader 
is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, since 
according to Rabbi Shimon these verses are similar to all other 
verses of the Torah, as they were all written by Moses? The Gemara 
answers: You may even say that Rav’s ruling was stated in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon; since they differ from 
the rest of the Torah in one way, as Moses wrote them without 
repeating the words, they differ from the rest of the Torah in this 
way as well, and they may not be divided between two readers. 


And Rabbi Yehoshua bar Abba says that Rav Giddel says that Rav 
says: One who purchases a Torah scroll in the marketplace" is 
akin to one who snatches a mitzva in the marketplace, as the 
proper manner in which to perform the mitzva of writing a Torah 
scroll is to write one for himself. And if he himself writes a Torah 
scroll, the verse ascribes him credit as though he received it at 
Mount Sinai. Rav Sheshet says: Ifhe emended even a single letter 
of the Torah scroll, thereby completing it, the verse ascribes him 
credit as though he had written it in its entirety. 


NOTES 
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A single individual reads them - pix xtp Pr: Rashi under- 
stands that a single individual reads these verses without inter- 
ruption. Another suggestion is that these verses must be read as 
a distinct passage without the previous text, so as not to mix this 
section with the rest of the Torah (Ri Migash on Bava Batra 15a). 
According to the Rambam, an individual may read these verses 
in the synagogue even in the absence of a quorum of ten men. 
Some claim that the term: An individual, means an important 
person, and therefore these verses must be read by a Torah scholar 
(Mordekhai). Tosafot cite Rabbeinu Meshullam as ruling that one 
person reads the verses rather than having one person recite the 
blessings and another person read, which is the custom in most 
places today concerning the rest of the Torah. 


One who purchases a Torah scroll in the marketplace, etc. - 
AD PW ya ATA WDD npibn: There is a mitzva for every Jewish 
man to write a Torah scroll, as it is stated: “Now therefore write 
this song for you” (Deuteronomy 31:19). According to the Rambam, 
if one did not write the Torah scroll himself or by means of an 
agent, then he did not fulfill this mitzva. According to Rashi he did 
not fulfill the mitzva in the optimal manner, but he nevertheless 
fulfilled the mitzva. According to this opinion, it appears that the 
principle purpose of the mitzva is not to have written a Torah 
scroll but rather to own a Torah scroll in order to study from it. 
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§ Before continuing its discussion of the halakhot of writing a Torah 
scroll, the Gemara presents a mnemonic for the upcoming halakhot: 
Samekh, gimmel, lamed, mem. The Sages taught: A person may 
prepare for a Torah scroll a sheet of parchment of any size from 
three columns" and until eight columns, but one may not prepare 
a sheet of parchment that has less than three or more than eight 
columns.” 


And he may not increase the number of columns," e.g., by writing 
eight columns on a narrow sheet of parchment, since then each 
column has the appearance of a missive due to its narrow lines. 
And he may not decrease the number of columns, e.g., by writing 
three columns on a wide sheet of parchment, since then the lines 
will be so wide that the reader’s eyes will wander, as it will be 
difficult to find the beginning ofa line. Rather, the ideal width of a 
line is, for example, where one can write “lemishpehoteikhem, 
“lemishpehoteikhem,” “lemishpehoteikhem,” for a total of three 
times. 


9 


If one happened to acquire a sheet of parchment that has space for 
nine columns, exceeding the eight-column limit, he should not 
divide it into two sheets of parchment with three columns here and 
six columns there; rather, he should divide it into two sheets of 
parchment with four columns here and five columns there, so that 
the two sheets will be similar in width. 


In what case is this statement that the sheet must contain a mini- 
mum of three columns said? It is said with regard to sheets at the 
beginning and middle of the scroll. But at the end of the scroll, a 
sheet may consist of even one verse, and even one column. The 
Gemara asks: Can it enter your mind to say that a sheet may contain 
one verse?" Rather, say that it may consist of even one verse on 
one column. 


The measure of the margin" of a Torah scroll is as follows: The size 
of the lower margin is one handbreadth [tefah].' There is a require- 
ment fora large margin there, so that a reader not inadvertently rest 
his arm on the writing. The size of the upper margin, which is less 
susceptible to that occurrence, is three fingerbreadths [etzba’ot], 
and the space between each column is equal to the full width of 
two fingerbreadths. And with regard to one of the five books of 
the Torah that is written as an independent scroll, the size of the 
lower margin is three fingerbreadths, the size of the upper margin 
is two fingerbreadths, and the space between each column is 
equal to the full width of a thumb-breadth [ gudal].® 


HALAKHA 


A sheet of parchment from three columns, etc. — vow DIY 
3) p37: A sheet of parchment for a Torah scroll must be prepared 
for the writing of at least three columns and no more than eight 
columns. If one happened to acquire a sheet of parchment large 
enough for the writing of nine columns, he should not divide it 
into a sheet of three columns and a sheet of six columns; rather, 
he should divide it into a sheet of four columns and a sheet of five 
columns. This is the halakha with regard to the beginning and 
middle of the Torah scroll. At the end of the scroll, one may write 
a single column with one verse on a sheet and sew it to the rest 
of the sheets of parchment (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin 
UMezuza VeSefer Torah 9:12; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 272:3). 


And he may not increase the number of columns - 7a x) 
pata: The length ofa line in a Torah scroll is the equivalent of thirty 
letters, i.e., one handbreadth. It should not be narrower than this, 
because then the column has the appearance of a missive, and it 
should not be wider than this, because it will cause the reader's 
eyes to wander and not be able to find the correct beginning 
of the following line. This is said specifically when the writing is 


small, but if the letters are very large then it is simply a question of 
what is aesthetically pleasing, since one would not have difficulty 
finding the beginning of the line if the letters were large enough 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 7:4; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 272:2, and see Shakh there). 


The measure of the margin, etc. - ^3) a yw: The measure 
of the margins of a Torah scroll is as follows: The size of the lower 
margin is four thumb-breadths, the size of the upper margin is 
three thumb-breadths, and the space between each column is 
two thumb-breadths. Therefore, one should leave enough space 
at the beginning of every sheet of parchment to allow for both 
a thumb-breadth and the space needed to sew the parchment 
together with the other sheets, to ensure that after the sheets 
are sewn together there remains a space of two thumb-breadths. 
Between each line there should also be the space of a line. All 
of these measurements are necessary to fulfill the mitzva in the 
optimal fashion, but if they are not followed the Torah scroll is fit 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 7:4-5, 
9:2; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 273:1, 5). 


NOTES 


One may not prepare a sheet of parchment that 
has less than three or more than eight columns — 
my» x p> by ann yaya nina: The sheets of parch- 
ment may not contain fewer than three columns of 
writing. This is because the sheets are sewn together, 
and if each sheet is too narrow then the seams will be 
too close together (Rashi). They may not be made up 
of more than eight columns, since it is explained in 
tractate Megilla (32a) that when furling a Torah scroll, 
one must ensure that it closes on the seam, and if 
the seams are too far apart this will be difficult to 
accomplish (Nimmukei Yosef). 


Open Torah scroll with seams and columns visible 


Can it enter your mind that a sheet may contain 
one verse - JAY xpp “ny pps: The halakha is that 
it is necessary to end the Torah scroll at the bottom 
of a column. Therefore, it is not possible for one to 
write a single verse on an entire sheet of parchment. 
The Gemara answers that the baraita meant that if 
only one verse remained, one could write the verse 
on a narrow column, writing only one word in each 
line, to ensure that he ends the Torah scroll at the 
bottom of a column (Shita Mekubbetzet, citing Rashi). 
Tosafot explain that one should write each word using 
extremely wide letters. The Rosh adds that if there are 
not enough words in the verse to write one word on 
every line of the column, then one should write using 
extremely tall letters so that each word will take up the 
space normally occupied by several lines. 


LANGUAGE 

Handbreadth [tefah] - nay: The handbreadth is a 
measurement that is mentioned in the Torah (Exodus 
25:25). It refers to the width of four fingers, excluding 
the thumb, when they are side by side. By contrast, 
an expansive handbreadth is measured with the fin- 
gers spread apart. There are those who understand 
the term to relate to the palm. Radak explains the 
rabbinic usage metapehin for clapping based on this 
assumption, as it means to bang the palms against 
each other. Others hold that a tefah is equivalent to 
a fist. Calculations for the measurement of the hand- 
breadth range between 8 cm (Rabbi Hayyim Na'e) and 
9.6 cm (Hazon Ish). 


BACKGROUND 

Fingerbreadth [etzba] and thumb-breadth [gudal] - 
ban yayy: The rabbinic term etzba, when used to sig- 
nify a measure of size, usually refers to the width of the 
thumb at its widest point (see 41b), and calculations 
of this measurement range between 2 and 2.4 cm. 
In some contexts the term etzba refers to the index 
finger and not the thumb. Some explain that here 
the measure referred to as an etzba must be the index 
finger, since the thumb is also mentioned as a sepa- 
rate measure of size (see Beit Yosef, Yoreh De‘a 283). 
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Perek III 
Daf 30 Amud b 


NOTES 

One may even wipe away - prin 4X: Although the 
new writing will not be as clear, one may even wipe 
away the word while the ink is still wet rather than 
scraping away the dried ink. Alternatively, according 
to Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola this means that 
one may use water to erase the ink even after it has 
dried. 
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And the space between one line of a Torah scroll and the following 
line must be equal to the space of a full line, and the space between 
one word and the following word" must be equal to a full small letter, 
and as for the space between one letter and the following letter, it is 
sufficient for it to be equal to a full hairbreadth. 


The halakhot of the margins notwithstanding, a person may not 
reduce" the size of the writing in a manner that the size of the writing 
is not consistent, not in order to ensure the correct amount of space 
for the lower margin, nor in order to ensure the correct amount of 
space for the upper margin, nor in order to ensure the correct amount 
of space between one line and the following line, nor in order to 
ensure the correct amount of space between one passage and the 
following passage, as this is not aesthetically pleasing. 


If one happens upon a word" that comprises five letters and cannot 
be written in its entirety within the column, he may not write two 
letters within the column and three outside of the column, in the 
margin. 


HALAKHA 


And the space between one word and the following word, etc. — 
3) amb myn par: Every letter must be surrounded on all four 
sides by blank parchment and not be joined to another letter. The 
space between each letter may be as small as a hairbreadth, and 
should not be much larger than that, to prevent one word from 
appearing as though it were two separate words. There should 
be a space between each word equal to the size of a small letter; 
two words may not be written closer together, lest they appear to 
be one word. If the scribe did not follow these instructions and 
left a larger space between two letters so that a child of average 
intelligence reads the one word as two words, then the scroll is 
unfit (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 
8:4; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 274:4). 


A person may not reduce, etc. — 131 DTX VYD by: One may 
not reduce the size of the letters in order to preserve the correct 


amount of space for the upper or lower margins, or in order to 
preserve the correct amount of space between different passages 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 7:5; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 273:2). 


If one happens upon a word - 7A b TYNI: In a case where 
one is almost at the end of a line and must now write a word 
containing five letters, he may not write two letters inside the 
column and then write the remaining three in the margin of the 
column. Rather, he should write three letters in the column, and 
then write two in the margin of the column. If there is not enough 
room to write three letters, he should not stretch out the letters of 
the final word on the line in an attempt to fill the line, but rather 
should leave the space blank and continue writing on the following 
line (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 7:5; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 273:3). 
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Rather, he should write three letters in the column and two outside 

of the column. If he happens upon a word that comprises two let- 
ters" and cannot be written in its entirety within the column, he may 

not cast it in the margin between the two columns; rather, he should 

return and write the word at the beginning of the following line. 


§ One who mistakenly omitted the name of God and wrote the next 
word before discovering his error should scrape off that which he 
wrote, and suspend the words that he scraped offabove the line, and 
write the name of God upon the place that had been scraped; this is 
the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi Yosei says: One may even 
suspend the name of God above the line," without scraping off the 
word that was written in its place. Rabbi Yitzhak says: Not only may 
one scrape off the dry ink of the next word, but one may even wipe 
away" the word while the ink is still wet and write the name of God in 
its place. 


HALAKHA 


A word that comprises two letters — nimix mw na non: If one 
is at the end of a line and must now write a word containing two 
letters, he should not write it outside of the column but instead 
should write it on the next line (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin 
UMezuza VeSefer Torah 7:6; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 273:3, and in 
the comment of Rema). 


One may even suspend the name of God above the line — 
Dwi me phin 4x: If one forgot to write the name of God, he may 
suspend it above the line. If part of the name is written in the 


line and part of it above the line, it is unfit. This is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon Shezuri. It is permitted to write 
the name of God on the place that had been scraped or wiped 
away, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi 
Yitzhak. If possible, one should scrape or wipe off the word that 
was accidentally written in its place rather than writing the name of 
God above the line (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza 
VeSefer Torah 1:16; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 273:6, 276:6-7, and see 
Orah Hayyim 32:24). 
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Rabbi Shimon Shezuri’ says: A scribe may suspend the entire 
name of God above the line, but he may not suspend part of the 
name of God above the line. Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says in the 
name of Rabbi Meir: A scribe may not write the name of God 
either upon the place that had been scraped or upon the place 
that had been wiped away, and he may not suspend it above the 
line, as none of these options exhibit sufficient respect for the name 
of God. What should the scribe do? He should remove the entire 
sheet of parchment and inter it. 


It was stated that the amora’im disagreed with regard to the final 
halakhic ruling: Rav Hananel says that Rav says: The halakha is that 
one suspends the name of God above the line. Rabba bar bar Hana 
says that Rabbi Yitzhak bar Shmuel says: The halakha is that one 
may even wipe away the word while the ink is still wet and write the 
name of God in its place. 


The Gemara asks: And why is it necessary to state the actual opin- 
ions? Let this Sage, Rav Hananel in the name of Ray, say that the 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of this Sage, Rabbi Yosei; 
and let this Sage, Rabba bar bar Hana in the name of Rabbi Yitzhak 
bar Shmuel, say that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of that Sage, Rabbi Yitzhak. The Gemara answers: Since there are 
those who reverse the opinions of the tanna’im, they needed to state 
the opinions explicitly. 


Ravin bar Hinnana says that Ulla says that Rabbi Hanina says: The 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon She- 
zuri; and moreover, not only is the halakha in accordance with his 
opinion with regard to this matter, but in any place where Rabbi 
Shimon Shezuri taught a halakha, the halakha is in accordance 
with his opinion. 


The Gemara asks: To which statement of Rabbi Shimon Shezuri is 
this referring? If we say that it is referring to the statement here, 
where Rabbi Shimon Shezuri says: A scribe may suspend the 
entire name of God above the line, but he may not suspend part of 
the name of God above the line, that is difficult: But wasn’t it stated 
with regard to that baraita that Rav Hananel says that Rav says: 
The halakha is that one suspends the name of God above the line, 
and Rabba bar bar Hana says that Rabbi Yitzhak bar Shmuel says: 
The halakha is that one may even wipe away the word while the ink 
is still wet and write the name of God in its place? 


And if it is so that when Rabbi Hanina said that the halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon Shezuri he was refer- 
ring to this matter, then let Ravin bar Hinnana also say along with 
those amora’im that the halakha is that one suspends the entire name 
of God above the line, but not a part of the name. 


Rather, say that Rabbi Hanina’s statement that the halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon Shezuri was referring 
not to the discussion here, but was stated with regard to this mishna 
(Hullin 74b): Rabbi Shimon Shezuri says: If one ritually slaugh- 
tered a pregnant cow and the calf was then removed alive, 
the ritual slaughter of the mother is effective with regard to the calf 
as well. And even if the calf is five years old and plowing the field 
when one wants to eat it, the earlier slaughter of its mother renders 
it permitted," and it does not require ritual slaughter before it is 
eaten. 


The Gemara asks: But wasn’t it already stated with regard to that 
mishna that Ze’eiri says that Rabbi Hanina says: The halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon Shezuri? And if 
it is so that when Rabbi Hanina said that the halakha is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon Shezuri he was referring 
to this matter, then let Ravin bar Hinnana also say along with 
Ze'eiri that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon Shezuri. 


b139: MENAHOT ` PEREK III: 30B 


PERSONALITIES 
Rabbi Shimon Shezuri — ww fiyn ra: A fourth- 
generation tanna, Rabbi Shimon Shezuri is called 
by the name of the place where he lived, Shezur. He 
was a disciple of Rabbi Tarfon, and from the Gemara 
it appears that he was the teacher of Rabbi Yosei 
ben Keifar. 


HALAKHA 


The slaughter of its mother renders it permitted — 
AAT tas nwnw: If one ritually slaughters an ani- 
mal and discovers a live fetus inside, although it is 
fully formed and can live on its own, slaughter is not 
required in order to eat it, as the slaughter of its 
mother renders it permitted. If after the slaughter of 
the mother the fetus then emerged and stood upon 
the ground, then it must be slaughtered before it is 
eaten, lest people come to permit the consumption 
of animals that have not been slaughtered. This is 
in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, who 
disagree with Rabbi Shimon Shezuri, and according 
to Rav Ashi's ruling in Hullin 75b (Rambam Sefer Kedu- 
sha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 5:14; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 13:2). 
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HALAKHA 

One who was taken out in a collar, etc. — bipa xxi 
"131: With regard to one who is dangerously ill; one 
who is taken out with a collar around his neck to be 
executed, even if his execution is due to a monetary 
matter; and one who sets sail in a boat or departs in 
a caravan to a distant place; if he said: Write a bill of 
divorce for my wife, the witnesses should write, sign, 
and give her the document, as it is clear that his inten- 
tion was for them to write and give it to her. The hala- 
kha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon 
Shezuri, as Rabbi Yohanan ruled in accordance with his 
opinion (Rambam Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Geirushin 2:12; 
Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 14116). 


Teruma of the tithe of demai that returned to its 
original place - FRPR? TRW rot bv WY nnn: 

n a case where one who is unreliable with regard to 

ithes was seen separating teruma of the tithe from 

his produce, if this teruma fell back into the produce 
or into other produce and that person claims that 
he set aside the teruma of the tithe again from that 
produce, his statement is accepted, and one may eat 
he produce even on a weekday. This is because even 
hose who are unreliable with regard to tithes are not 
suspected of feeding others a mixture of non-sacred 
produce and teruma. The halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon Shezuri, as Rabbi 
Yohanan ruled in accordance with his opinion (Ram- 
bam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser 12:4, and see Ra’avad 
and Mahari Kurkus there). 


LANGUAGE 
Collar [kolar] - bip: From the Latin collare, referring 
to a neck band or chain collar worn by captives and 
others. 


Roman prisoner's neck chain or collar 
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Rather, say that Rabbi Hanina’s statement was with regard to this 
mishna (Gittin 6sb): Initially the Sages would say: With regard to 
one who was taken out in a collar [kolar]"' to be executed and 
said: Write a bill of divorce for my wife, these people should write 
and give her the document. Although he did not explicitly say the 
word give, this is understood to have been his intention, in order 
to release her from the obligation to perform levirate marriage or 
halitza. They then said that this halakha applies even to one who 
sets sail and one who departs with a caravan to a distant place. A 
bill of divorce is given to his wife under these circumstances even if 
her husband said only: Write a bill of divorce for my wife. Rabbi 
Shimon Shezuri says: Even in the case of one who is dangerously 
ill who gives that instruction, they write the bill of divorce and give 
it to his wife. 


Alternatively, Rabbi Hanina’s statement was with regard to this 
halakha: In the case of teruma of the tithe? of demai,’ which is sepa- 
rated from the produce received from an am haaretz, who is sus- 
pected of not separating tithes properly, that returned to its original 
place," i.e., it became mixed with the produce from which it had 
been separated, Rabbi Shimon Shezuri says: In this situation, not 
only did the Sages permit one to ask the am haaretz whether he 
had set aside his tithes in the proper manner and to rely on his 
response on Shabbat, a day when it is not permitted to separate 
tithes, but one may ask him and eat based on his statement even 
on a weekday." 


The Gemara asks: But wasn’t it already stated with regard to those 
mishnayot that Rabbi Yohanan says: The halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon Shezuri in the case of one who 
is dangerously ill, and in the case of teruma of the tithe of demai? 
And if it is so that when Rabbi Hanina said that the halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon Shezuri he was refer- 
ring to these mishnayot, then let Ravin bar Hinnana also say along 
with Rabbi Yohanan that the halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon Shezuri. 


NOTES 
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One may ask him and eat based on his statement even on a 
weekday — yoby pix) byiwbina x: Demai is produce received 
from an am ha'aretz, who is not trusted with regard to the separa- 
tion of tithes. The Sages decreed that tithes and teruma of the 
tithe must be set aside from this produce, but not teruma, as even 
amei ha‘aretz were careful with regard to its separation. The Sages 
ruled that on Shabbat one may ask an am ha‘aretz whether he 
had separated his tithes and may eat the produce if he affirms 
that he did so. At the conclusion of Shabbat one may no longer 
eat from that produce until he himself has separated the tithes. 
Rabbi Shimon Shezuri maintains that just as the Sages ruled that it 
is permitted for one to rely on an am haaretz on Shabbat because 
it is not permitted to separate the tithes on Shabbat, the same 
applies in this case, in which the situation also cannot be rectified: 


Teruma of the tithe — Wy nans: The Levites are commanded 
to separate one-tenth of the tithe given to them and to give it to 
the priests. The Torah calls this: “A tithe from the tithe” (Numbers 
18:26), and the Sages refer to it as the teruma of the tithe. All of the 
halakhot applying to teruma also apply to teruma of the tithe. Even 
today, teruma of the tithe must be separated from produce, though 
it is ritually impure and therefore may not be eaten. 


Demai— »137: Demaiis produce, or food made from produce, that 
was purchased from one who may not have separated the various 


BACKGROUND 


Since the teruma of the tithe of demai fell back into its original 
place, where it renders forbidden non-sacred produce of up to 
ninety-nine times its volume, the Sages allowed one to rely on 
the statement of an am ha‘aretz (Rashi). In the Jerusalem Talmud 
a different reason is stated: The Sages rendered it permitted for 
one to rely on an am ha‘aretz on Shabbat because he is afraid to 
lie on that holy day (see Tosafot). Similarly, in this case, where there 
is teruma of the tithe within his produce, he becomes fearful with 
regard to this prohibition and would not lie when questioned 
about it (Rashi on Hullin 75a). The Rambam explains that this is a 
case where the am ha‘aretz was seen initially separating the teruma 
of the tithe. Therefore, once it fell back in, he is deemed credible 
when he says that he rectified the produce after the teruma of the 
ithe fell back inside. 


ithes as required by halakha. The literal meaning of the word 
demai is suspicion, i.e., produce about which there is a suspicion 
hat tithes were not properly taken from it. In the Second Temple 
period, the Sages decreed that this produce should be considered 
as having uncertain status, even if the owner claims that he sepa- 
rated the tithes. Therefore, the buyer of this produce must tithe it 
himself. Nevertheless, since it was probable that the produce was 
in fact tithed, certain leniencies were permitted with regard to 
eating and using demai. 


TAIK 1D DDH ITT NTN KYN 
AYAT bis sy yaw sown 
28) WWT INPA YN? WWP 
WNI IN Insp wT UX 
9b ar by min PAYA py - TP 
WANT 1 XO BUI PAYA PRD 

sprig oy pes ya xy wer by 


jain wy rai nwy? T92 
iaw INT jo WYM DYA KLAN 
by saw po pa iag wang y 

Nay per 


DEW II ware by AMY NT 
van mgt pp 3] WOK IND 
I KIT MOPS ONY MY yyw 

IKD 


A TL TWAS MD IIN NIN 
TAN NOD I1 WAN PNY? 13 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Rather, say that Rabbi Hanina’s statement was made with regard 
to this halakha: Rabbi Yosei ben Keifar’ says in the name of Rabbi 
Shimon Shezuri: If one planted a cowpea™ plant for its seed," i.e., 
not to be eaten as a vegetable but for one to either eat or plant its 
seeds, and some of the plants took root before Rosh HaShana, 
while some of them took root only after Rosh HaShana, one may 
not separate teruma or tithes from this for that, as one may not 
separate teruma or tithes from the new crop for the old" or from 
the old crop for the new. 


How, then, shall one act so that he not err and set aside teruma and 
tithes incorrectly? It is difficult to know when the plants took root. 
He shall pile the entire stock onto his threshing floor, into the 
middle of it, mix the stock together, and then separate teruma and 
tithes; and consequently it will turn out that he has separated 
teruma and tithes from the new crop in the mixture for the new 
crop in it, and from the old crop in the mixture for the old crop in 
it. 


The Gemara asks: Wasn’t it already stated with regard to that 
baraita that Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani says that Rabbi Yohanan 
says: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon Shezuri? And if it is so that when Rabbi Hanina said that 
the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon 
Shezuri he was referring to this baraita, then let Ravin bar Hinnana 
also say along with Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani that the halakha is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon Shezuri. 


Rather, Rav Pappa said: Rabbi Hanina’s statement was with regard 


to a chest. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said that it was with regard 
to wine. The Gemara elaborates: Rav Pappa said 


HALAKHA 


Cowpea — yam bis: In the case of the cowpea, even if part of 
it took root before Rosh HaShana and part took root only after 
Rosh HaShana, one should pile the entire stock onto his thresh- 
ing floor, mix the stock together, and then set aside teruma 
and tithes, because the tithe year follows the time of the full 
ripening of the produce. This is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Shimon Shezuri and the explanation of Shmuel, who 
rules in accordance with this opinion on Rosh HaShana 13b 
(Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser Sheni 1:8). 


Rabbi Yosei ben Keifar - 393 ja *B¥ 127: This Sage, who was 
from the last generation of tanna’‘im, is mentioned in the Josefta 
and in baraitot, but not in the Mishna. He was apparently a 
primary disciple of Rabbi Elazar ben Shammua, and most of the 
statements he cites are in his teacher's name. It is related that 
he was one of the emissaries sent to Babylonia to raise funds 
for the scholars of Eretz Yisrael. He is grouped together with 


If one planted a cowpea plant for its seed — iy YY “wan bip 
yw: Had it been planted to be eaten as a vegetable, it would 
have the same status as all other vegetables, which are subject 
to teruma and tithes from the time that they are harvested 


PERSONALITIES 


NOTES 


One may not separate teruma or tithes from the new crop 
for the old — pa by wana ya x) wy poyin px: One may 
not set aside teruma or tithes from this year’s crop on behalf of 
last year’s crop, or from last year's crop on behalf of this year’s 
crop. If he separated them in this manner, his teruma is not 
considered teruma, as it is stated: “You shall tithe. ..that which 
is brought forth in the field year by year” (Deuteronomy 14:22). 
This is in accordance with the mishna in Jerumot 1:5 (Rambam 
Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Terumot 5:11). 


Rabbi Dostai, son of Rabbi Yehuda, and Rabbi Dostai, son of 
Rabbi Yannai, who were also among the last of the tanna‘im. 

A Rabbi Yosei ben Keifar is also mentioned in the context of 
an important mission of the Sages of Eretz Yisrael to quash the 
attempts of Hananya to determine the calendar outside Eretz 
Yisrael. Based on the chronology, this was apparently a different 
Sage with the same name. 


and not from when they take root. Therefore, there would be 
no uncertainty, since they are all picked during the course of 
the same year. 


BACKGROUND 


Cowpea -= "1137 bis: According to the Jerusalem Talmud, 
it appears that this plant, whose name in Aramaic literally 
means Egyptian bean, is Vigna luteola of the Faboideae 
family. 

It appears that the reference here is to one of the climb- 
ing varieties of this plant. The stems climb or spread out a 
considerable distance. The pods are 7-13 cm long, and the 
seeds are small. The plant is edible fresh or dry. Today it is 
grown as animal fodder, but apparently in ancient times it 
was also grown for its seeds. 


Cowpea flower 
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Perek III 
Daf 31 Amuda 


LANGUAGE 
Rims [levazbazin] - maa: From the Greek AaBic, labis, 
meaning a handle. The Talmud uses this term in reference 
to the part of a vessel added for decoration or for some 
other purpose. 


NOTES 


They concede that the volume of the legs and the vol- 
ume of the rims are measured — *3iy1 D sayy Din 
T) man: Rabbi Yosei's opinion is ostensibly difficult, as 
he explains that Beit Shammai agree that the volume of the 
legs is included in the measurement, whereas it is stated 
explicitly in the mishna that Beit Shammai do not include 
the volume of the walls of the chest itself. The commentaries 
explain that in fact according to Rabbi Yosei, Beit Shammai 
and Beit Hillel do not disagree about whether the volume 
of the walls of the chest is included in the measurement 
(Shita Mekubbetzet). 


BACKGROUND 


Untithed produce —av: This is produce from which teruma 
and tithes have not been separated. The Torah prohibits the 
consumption of untithed produce. One who eats untithed 
produce is punished with death at the hand of Heaven. Once 
the tithes are separated, even if they have not yet been given 
to those for whom they are designated, the produce no lon- 
ger has the status of untithed produce and may be eaten. 
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that Rabbi Hanina’s statement was with regard to a chest," as we 
learned in a mishna (Kelim 18:1): A wooden chest that is large 
enough to contain forty sea is not susceptible to contracting ritual 
impurity, since it is no longer considered a vessel. In determining 
its capacity, Beit Shammai say that it is measured on the inside, 
and Beit Hillel say that it is measured on the outside so that the 
volume of the walls of the chest itself is included in the measure- 
ment. And both Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel concede that the 
volume of the legs and the volume of the rims [halevazbazin]' are 
not measured. 


Rabbi Yosei says: They concede that the volume of the legs and 
the volume of the rims are measured," but the space enclosed 
between the rims and the legs is not measured. Rabbi Shimon 
Shezuri says: If the legs were one handbreadth high then the space 
between the legs is not measured, since the area has an indepen- 
dent significance, but if the space is not one handbreadth high, the 
space between the legs is measured as part of the chest. It is with 
regard to this statement that Rabbi Hanina said the halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon Shezuri. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said that Rabbi Hanina’s statement was 
with regard to wine, as we learned in a mishna (Teharot 3:2): Rabbi 
Meir says: Oil, an example of a liquid, that contracted impurity, is 
always considered to have first-degree ritual impurity," even if it 
came into contact with an item that was impure with second-degree 
ritual impurity, which, according to the standard halakhot of ritual 
impurity, should result in it having third-degree ritual impurity. And 
the Rabbis say that this is the halakha even with regard to honey. 
Rabbi Shimon Shezuri says: This is the halakha even with regard 
to wine. The Gemara asks: By inference, is that to say that the first 
tanna holds that wine is not considered a liquid? Rather, say as 
follows: Rabbi Shimon Shezuri says: Wine is considered a liquid, 
but oil and honey are not. 


§ The Gemara relates another statement of Rabbi Shimon Shezuri: 
Itis taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon Shezuri said: Once, my 
untithed produce® became mixed together with a greater quantity 
of non-sacred, i.e., tithed, produce, and I came and asked Rabbi 
Tarfon how I should separate tithes from the untithed produce that 
was mixed with the tithed produce. And he said to me: Go and 
take from the market doubtfully tithed produce, which requires 
the removal of tithes by rabbinic law, and separate tithes from it 
on behalf of the untithed produce that is mixed with the tithed 
produce. 


HALAKHA 


Chest — Pw: A vessel that is designated to rest in a fixed place, 
such as a chest, is not susceptible to ritual impurity provided 
that it has a capacity of forty sea, i.e., it measures at least one 
cubit by one cubit by three cubits. In determining the holding 
capacity, the item is measured on its outside, and if it meets this 
criterion, even though the interior holds less than forty sea, it is 
not susceptible to ritual impurity. This is in accordance with the 
opinion of Beit Hillel. The thickness of the rims and legs are not 
included in the measurement, which is not in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Shimon Shezuri. Despite the fact that Rav 
Pappa rules in accordance with his opinion, the Rambam rules 
in accordance with the opinion of Rav Ashi in tractate Hullin 
(75a), who states that the halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon Shezuri only in the case of one who is 
dangerously ill and in the case of teruma of the tithe (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 3:4). 


Oil is always considered to have first-degree ritual 
impurity, etc. — 151 dhiyd abnn yaw: Oil or honey that became 
impure, then congealed, and afterward returned to a liquid 
state is always considered to be impure with first-degree ritual 
impurity, since it is considered liquid despite the fact that it 
became congealed after contracting ritual impurity. This is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbis, and not that of Rabbi 
Shimon Shezuri, who ruled this way in the case of wine, in 
accordance with the ruling of Rav Ashi in tractate Hullin (75a). 
According to the Rambam, oil is not susceptible to contracting 
ritual impurity when it is in a congealed state, since it is not 
a liquid or a food. According to the Ra’avad, oil can contract 
first-degree ritual impurity even when it is congealed (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 1:19 and see Kesef Mishne 
there, 9:1). 
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A gentile has no acquisition of land in Eretz Yisrael - nb Pap prs 
byw Ya: A gentile has no acquisition of land in Eretz Yisrael 
to abrogate the sanctity of the land. Therefore, if a Jew purchases 
land from a gentile, he is obligated to separate terumot, tithes, and 
first fruits from the produce of that land, as though the land were 
never owned by a gentile. The halakhot of the Sabbatical Year 


The Gemara explains: Rabbi Tarfon holds that by Torah law the 
minority of untithed produce is nullified in the majority of tithed 
produce and is therefore exempt from tithes; it is by rabbinic law 
that it is not nullified and one is obligated to separate tithes from 
it. And additionally, he holds that the majority of those who are 
unreliable with regard to tithes [amei ha‘aretz] do separate tithes, 
in which case by Torah law one is not obligated to separate tithes 
from produce purchased from the market. And therefore, if Rabbi 
Shimon Shezuri receives produce from an am ha aretz, he is consid- 
ered by Torah law to be separating tithes from exempt produce on 
behalf of exempt produce," while all of it is obligated in tithes by 
rabbinic law. 


The Gemara suggests: But let Rabbi Tarfon say to him: Go and take 

produce from a gentile. Since it is exempt from tithes by Torah law 
but requires tithing by rabbinic law, he could then separate tithes 

from this produce on behalf of the untithed produce that is nullified 

by the tithed produce. The Gemara explains: Rabbi Tarfon holds 

that a gentile has no acquisition of land in Eretz Yisrael" to abro- 
gate the sanctity of the land, thereby removing it from the obligation 
to tithe its produce. And therefore, if Rabbi Shimon Shezuri were 

to take produce from a gentile, he would be considered to be sepa- 
rating tithes from produce that is obligated in tithes by Torah law 
on behalf of exempt produce, which one may not do. 


There are those who say that Rabbi Tarfon said to him: Go and 
take produce from a gentile and separate tithes from it on behalf of 
the untithed produce that is intermingled in the majority of tithed 
produce. Accordingly, Rabbi Tarfon holds that a gentile has acqui- 
sition of land in Eretz Yisrael to abrogate the sanctity of the land, 
thereby removing it from the obligation to tithe its produce. And 
therefore, if Rabbi Shimon Shezuri takes produce from a gentile, he 
is considered, by Torah law, to be separating tithes from exempt 
produce on behalf of exempt produce, while all of it is obligated in 
tithes by rabbinic law. 


The Gemara suggests: But let Rabbi Tarfon say to him: Go and take 
produce from an am ha'aretz in the market and separate tithes from 
it on behalf of the mixed untithed produce. The Gemara explains: 
Rabbi Tarfon holds that the majority of amei ha‘aretz do not sepa- 
rate tithes, in which case he is considered to be separating tithes 
from produce that is obligated in tithes by Torah law on behalf of 
exempt produce. 


Rav Yeimar bar Shelamya sent the following question to Rav 
Pappa: That which Ravin bar Hinnana said that Ulla says that 
Rabbi Hanina says: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Shimon Shezuri, and moreover, any place where Rabbi 
Shimon Shezuri taught a halakha, the halakha is in accordance 
with his opinion, was that said even with regard to the case of one 
whose untithed produce became mixed together with non-sacred, 
i.e, tithed, produce, or was Rabbi Hanina referring only to cases 
where Rabbi Shimon Shezuri stated his opinion in the Mishna, but 
not in a baraita? 


Rav Pappa said to him: Yes, the halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon Shezuri even with regard to untithed 
produce that was mixed together with tithed produce. Rav Ashi 
said: Mar Zutra? said to me: Rabbi Hanina of Sura raised a 
difficulty with this: Isn’t it obvious? 


HALAKHA 

apply to this land as well. The Pe‘at HaShulhan (16:40) discusses 
whether this is also the halakha while the land is in the possession 
of the gentile, and whether this is the halakha nowadays, when 
the halakhot of terumot, tithes, and the Sabbatical Year apply 
only by rabbinic law (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Terumot 1:10; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 331:3). 


NOTES 


He is considered to be separating tithes from exempt 
produce on behalf of exempt produce - Dina mh mI 
oS by 1wa Fra: He would be separating tithes from 
produce that i is exempt by Torah law and requires tithing 
by rabbinic law, on behalf of produce that is exempt by 
Torah law and requires tithing by rabbinic law. One may 
not separate tithes from produce that requires tithing by 
Torah law on behalf of produce that requires tithing only 
by rabbinic law, or vice versa (Jerumot 1:5). 


PERSONALITIES 


Mar Zutra — xn Wa: A colleague of Rav Ashi, Mar Zutra 
was one of the most prominent Sages of his generation 
and was a disciple-colleague of Rav Pappa and Rav 
Nahman bar Yitzhak. Beyond his greatness in hala- 
kha and aggada, Mar Zutra was a noted orator, and 
his homiletic interpretations are cited throughout the 
Talmud. The title Mar is indicative of his affiliation with 
the house of the Exilarch, where he apparently held an 
official position as scholar and orator. Late in his life, he 
was appointed head of the yeshiva of Pumbedita. Some 
believe Mar Zutra to be the Sage known as Mar Zutra 
Hasida, who was renowned for his piety and humility. 
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Perek III 
Daf 31 Amud b 


HALAKHA 


If a tear in the parchment of a Torah scroll extends 
into two lines — 13) pow wa xaT yp: If there is a 
tear in the parchment of a Torah scroll that extends 
into two lines, one may repair it by sewing it, but if it 
extends into three lines one may not repair it by sew- 
ing it. This applies in the case of a scroll whose gall is 
not noticeable. If it is recognizable that the sheet had 
been processed with gall, one may repair it by sewing 
a tear that extends even into three lines, but no more 
han that (Rema, citing Rivash). Some say that one 
may repair it by sewing it even if it extends into more 
han three lines (see Pithei Teshuva). The halakha is in 
accordance with the statement of Rava, as explained 
by the Rambam. The parchment used nowadays has 
he status of parchment that was processed with gall 
(Shakh). With regard to all tears, one must take care not 
o remove a letter or alter its shape, and likewise one 
must make sure that the needle does not pierce the 
writing. If a single letter was divided by the tear, that 
etter is unfit, and there is no way to correct this flaw 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer 
Torah 9:15; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 280:1). 


And this statement applies to sewing with sinew — 
pma bm ‘att: One may sew a tear in the parchment of 
a Torah scroll only with sinew ab initio. The Rema writes 
that the custom is to sew with silk threads, and this 
too is fit, although preferably one should use sinew. 
The Rosh, citing the Jerusalem Talmud, rules that it is 
permitted to glue parchment behind the place of the 
tear (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza 
VeSefer Torah 9:15; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 2801). 


Between one column and another column, 

between one line and another line - pa ab qipa 
mowy mow: If the parchment of a Torah scroll was 

torn between one column and another, or between 

one word and another, one may repair it by sewing 

it. The reason for this ruling is that the dilemma is left 
unresolved by the Gemara, and in such instances the 

halakha is lenient in matters of rabbinic law. This is in 

accordance with the version of the text in the Ram- 
bam's possession, which reads: Between one word and 

another (Beit Yosef). The Tur is stringent in this regard, 
and in practice one should be stringent and not sew 
between one word and another if the tear extends 
into three lines (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin 
UMezuza VeSefer Torah 9:15; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 
280:1, and see Jaz there). 


When that baraita is taught, it is referring to a Torah 
scroll — ATIF 3903 KIT KIM 23: If one wrote a prose 
passage of the Torah in the format of a poem written 
in the Torah, or a poem written in the Torah in the 
prose format, the Torah scroll is unfit. Some authorities 
permit its use provided that the song was written dif- 
ferently from the rest of the text, in the special format 
of a half-brick arranged upon a whole brick, even if not 
in the customary manner (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hil- 
khot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 7:1; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh Dea 275:3). 


LANGUAGE 
Thread [geradin] — pT: Apparently from the Greek 
yépdtoc, gerdios, meaning weaver. Several terms 
involving weaving and the loom are derived from 
this root. 
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Does Rabbi Hanina say that wherever Rabbi Shimon Shezuri taught a 
halakha in our Mishna the halakha is in accordance with his opinion? 
Rather, he says that any place where he taught a halakha the halakha 
is in accordance with his opinion, and this applies even to baraitot. 


§ Rav Ze’eira says that Rav Hananel says that Rav says: Ifa tear in the 
parchment of a Torah scroll extends into two lines," one can sew the 
parchment to render the scroll fit, but if it extends into three lines then 
one cannot sew it to render it fit. Rabba Zuti said to Rav Ashi: This 
is what Rabbi Yirmeya of Difti said in the name of Rava: That which 
we say, that if the tear extends into three lines one cannot sew it to 
render it fit, we say only with regard to old sheets of parchment. But 
in the case of new sheets of parchment, we have no problem with it. 


The Gemara adds: And old does not mean literally old, and new does 
not mean literally new. Rather, those sheets of parchment that are not 
processed with gall’ are labeled as old and cannot be sewn, whereas 
those sheets of parchment that are processed with gall are labeled as 
new and can be sewn. And this statement, that one can sew the parch- 
ment and render it fit, applies to sewing it with sinew;" but if one sews 
the parchment with thread [bigradin],' it is not rendered fit." 


Rav Yehuda bar Abba asks: If the tear occurred in the space between 
one column and another column but it was of the length that had it 
occurred inside a column it would have extended more than three 
lines, and similarly, if the tear occurred between one line and another 
line" horizontally, but not tearing through any letters, what is the hala- 
kha? No answer was found, and therefore the dilemma shall stand 
unresolved. 


§ Rabbi Ze’eiri says that Rav Hananel says that Rav says: A mezuza 
that one wrote two by two, i.e., two words on each line, is fit." A 
dilemma was raised before the Sages: If one wrote two words on one 
line, and three words on the following line, and one word on the line 
after that, what is the halakha? Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: All the 
more so that it is fit, as he prepared it as one writes a poem? in the 
Torah scroll. The song sung by the Jewish people at the sea after the 
Exodus is written in lines whose length is not uniform. The Gemara 
raises an objection from a baraita: If one wrote it as one writes apoem 
in the Torah, or if one wrote a poem in the Torah as one writes it, it is 
unfit. The Gemara answers: When that baraita is taught, it is referring 
to a Torah scroll," not a mezuza. 


BACKGROUND 
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Processed with gall — }¥%9%: Gall is a growth found on various 
kinds of trees, such as oak, sumac, and others, as a result of an 
infestation from certain species of insects. Gall contains a large 
amount of tannin, which is used in both leather tanning and the 
manufacture of ink. 

Soaking animal skins in a solution including tannin serves to 
stabilize them and prepare them for use. Nowadays, most ink is 
made from a solution of gall with added iron salts. However, in 
talmudic times ink was usually manufactured from soot and oils. 


But with thread it is not rendered fit — xb pra baw: This is 
due to the principle that one may sew a Torah scroll ‘only with 
threads made of sinew, which is a halakha transmitted to Moses 
at Sinai (Rid; see Megilla 19a). Other early commentaries write that 
there is a difference between the sewing of sheets together, for 
which sinews are required, and the correction of a sheet, which 


may be performed with another material (Rosh, in a responsum). 


According to this opinion, the reason one may not use thread is 
that it impairs the appearance of the Torah scroll, or because these 
threads are not as strong as sinews. The commentaries add that 


NOTES 


He prepared it as one writes a poem — TYI NWY: 


ee te Tass SH 
wo Tet espe 


Excerpt from Song at the Sea as it appears in a Torah scroll 


following this reasoning, if one were to use silk threads it would 
be fit (Sefer HaTeruma; see Kiryat Sefer). 


A mezuza that one wrote two by two is fit - Aansw mwa 
mwa ong ww: This is not the case with regard to a Torah 
scroll, in which each line must be long enough to contain the 
word lemishpehoteikhem at least three times (Tohorat HaKodesh, 
citing 30a; see Kesef Mishne on Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin 
UMezuza VeSefer Torah 5:1). 
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It was stated by amora’im as well: Rabba bar bar Hana says that 
Rabbi Yohanan says, and some say it was Rav Aha bar bar Hana 
who says that Rabbi Yohanan says: With regard to a mezuza that 
one prepared with two words on one line, and three words on the 
following line, and one word on the line after that," it is fit, pro- 
vided that he does not prepare it like the shape of a tent, i.e., 
progressively widening the lines, starting with a line of one word, 
then a line of two words and a line of three, and provided that he 
does not prepare it like the shape of a tail, progressively shortening 
the lines, from three words to two to one. 


§ Rav Hisda says: One writes the last two words of a mezuza, al 
ha’aretz," meaning “above the earth” (Deuteronomy 11:21), by 
themselves on the final line, without the preceding word. The 
Sages disagreed as to how this is done. Some say that one writes 
this phrase at the end of the final line, and some say that one writes 
it at the beginning of the final line. 


The Gemara explains their dispute: The one who says that one 
writes it at the end of the final line interprets the verse: “That your 
days may be multiplied, and the days of your children, upon the 
land which the Lord swore unto your fathers to give them, as the 
days of the heaven above the earth,’ in a similar manner to the verse: 
“For as the heaven is high above the earth” (Psalms 103:11). Con- 
sequently, if one writes “above the earth” at the end of the final line, 
it will appropriately be below the term “the heaven” at the end of 
the previous line. And the one who says that one writes it at the 
beginning of the final line explains the phrase “as the days of the 
heaven above the earth” as meaning: Just as the heaven is far from 
the earth. Consequently, if one writes “above the earth” at the 
beginning of the final line, it is far from the term “the heaven” at the 
end of the previous line. 


Rabbi Helbo said: I saw Rav Huna wrap a written mezuza from 
the word ehad to the word shema," i.e., rolling it from left to right, 
as the first verse written in a mezuza is: “Listen [Shema], O Israel, 
the Lord our God, the Lord is one [ehad]” (Deuteronomy 6:4). 
And he prepared the two passages of the mezuza in the closed’ 
manner, i.e., starting the second passage (Deuteronomy 11:13-21) 
on the same line that he finished writing the first passage 
(Deuteronomy 6:4-9). 


The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: Rabbi Shimon ben 
Elazar said: Rabbi Meir would write a mezuza on dokhsostos,' the 
inner layer of animal hide, not on parchment, which is from the 
outer layer, and he would prepare it like a column" ofa Torah scroll, 
i.e, long and narrow. 


That one prepared with two words and three words and one 
word, etc. = 131K) vow DNW AXwYW: All the lines ofa mezuza 
should be equal in length. Ifa line was longer than the preceding 
line, and the next line was shorter than the two preceding lines, 
the mezuza is fit, but if it is in the form of a tail, a tent, or a circle, 
the mezuza is unfit (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza 
VeSefer Torah 5:1, 5; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 288:9, 11). 


Al ha‘aretz — Y18 by: It is proper to write the words al ha‘aretz 


HALAKHA 
of the line. The custom is to write them at the start of the last line 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 5:5; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 288:12). 


From the word ehad to the word shema — yaw 23 TINA: 

A mezuza should be rolled up from the end of its lines to the begin- 
ning, so that one can read it as it is unrolled, as indicated by the 
incident involving Rav Huna (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin 
UMezuza VeSefer Torah 5:6; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 288:14). 


on the final line of the mezuza, either at the start or in the middle 
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BACKGROUND 


He prepared the two passages of the mezuza 
closed - Miaind MNPwrs nwiy: For many hundreds 
of years the custom of scribes has been to write 
the mezuza in a fixed format of twenty-two lines, 
with each line beginning with a designated word. 
According to this ancient custom, the seventh line 
opens with second passage of the mezuza. This cus- 
tom does not allow the scribe to render the passages 
closed, following the standard definition of a closed 
passage, i.e., with the new passage starting on the 
same line on which the previous passage ended. 
The custom is in accordance with the opinion of the 
Rambam that the first passage concludes before the 
end of a line, and the second passage begins a little 
after the start of the next line. One can further see 
in this image that the words al ha'aretz are written 
at the beginning of the last line. 
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Text of a mezuza 


LANGUAGE 
Dokhsostos - Divpipsi7: From the Greek Sioyıotoç, 
diskhistos, meaning cut in half or divided. Alterna- 
tively, it might be related to the Greek Sifoo«, dixoos, 
meaning separated into two or forked. This term 
was applied to one of the parts of a hide that was 
split in two. 


NOTES 

Like a column — 47 33: Some commentaries 
explain that Rabbi Meir would write the two chap- 
ters of Shema in a single column rather than in two 
(Rid; see 33a). Others say that he wrote it like a col- 
umn, which has a base and a capital, i.e., some of the 
lines were of equal length, whereas in other areas 
their length differed (Nimmukei Yosef). 
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LANGUAGE 
Clip [atba] - avr: The term is etev in Hebrew, and it is 
of uncertain origin. Some maintain that it is a shortened 
version of atba‘a, from the root tet, beit, ayin, meaning 
degraded or lowered, as the etev lowers a sheet and 
brings it near another sheet. 


BACKGROUND 


One performs halitza - psdin: Halitza is the ceremony 
that frees the widow of a man who died childless from 
the obligation to marry one of her deceased husband's 
brothers and allows her to remarry someone else (see 
Deuteronomy 25:7-10). The term halitza is derived from 
the central element of this ceremony, which involves 
the removal [hilutz] by the widow of a special sandal 
from the foot of one of her deceased husband's brothers. 
Halitza must be performed before a rabbinical court. The 
halakhot governing this ceremony are discussed in detail 
in tractate Yevamot. 


HALAKHA 
One performs halitza with a shoe - bya pydin: The 
Rambam maintains that one may perform halitza with a 
shoe ab initio. Most halakhic authorities contend that the 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabba that 
one may not use a shoe ab initio. Nevertheless, since this 
form of sandal is not available nowadays, they write that 
one should use a shoe that is at least somewhat similar 
to a sandal, which they define in various ways (Rambam 


Sefer Nashim, Hilkhot Yibbum VaHalitza 4:6; Shulhan Arukh, 


Even HaEzer 169:16, and in the comment of Rema). 
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And he would make a space above and a space below the text and 
would prepare the passages of the mezuza in the open manner, i.e., 
he would begin the second passage on the line following the end of 
the first passage. I said to him: My teacher, for what reason do you 
prepare the passages in the open manner, when in a Torah scroll 
those same passages are written in the closed manner? He said to 
me: Since the passages are not adjacent to one another in the 
Torah," as the first passage is Deuteronomy 6:4-9 and the second 
is Deuteronomy 11:13-21, I prepare them as open passages. 


The Gemara continues: And Rav Hananel says that Rav says: The 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon 
ben Elazar. What, is it not correct that Rav stated this with regard 
to Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar’s opinion that one prepares the pas- 
sages in the open manner? This would present a difficulty to the 
opinion of Rav Huna, Rav’s student, who wrote them in the closed 
manner. 


The Gemara answers: No; he meant that the halakha is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar with regard to 
the space that one must leave above and below the text. The Gemara 
asks: And how much space must one leave? Rav Menashya bar 
Ya’akov says, and some say it is Rav Shmuel bar Ya'akov who says: 
The space of a full scribe’s clip [atba],'. with which the sheets of 
parchment are held. 


Abaye said to Rav Yosef: And you, do you not hold that when Rav 
said that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon ben Elazar he was referring to the space, not the manner of 
writing the passages? But Rav is of the opinion that an established 
custom must be observed, and nowadays the general custom is to 
write the passages of the mezuza in the closed manner. 


The Gemara provides the source that according to Rav one must 
observe established customs. Halitza is the ritual that frees the 
widow of a childless man from the obligation to enter into levirate 
marriage with her late husband’s brother. This ceremony involves 
the widow removing her brother-in-law’s sandal from his foot. 
Rabba spoke of the importance of observing customs in that 
context, as Rabba says that Rav Kahana says that Rav says: If 
Elijah comes and says that one performs halitza® with a shoe," the 
Sages listen to him. But ifhe says that one may not perform halitza 
with a sandal, they do not listen to him, as the people are already 
accustomed to performing halitza with a sandal. 


The Gemara presents another version of Rav’s statement: And Rav 
Yosef says that Rav Kahana says that Rav says: If Elijah comes and 
says that one may not perform halitza with a shoe, the Sages listen 
to him; if he says that one may not perform halitza with a sandal, 
they do not listen to him, as the people are already accustomed 
to performing halitza with a sandal. 


NOTES 
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Since the passages are not adjacent to one another in the 
Torah — ming p Nid py) Diyir: The purpose of a closed 
passage is to link two passages of the Torah, i.e. itis an indication 
that the second passage completes the previous one. Since the 
passages of the mezuza do not appear adjacent to one another in 
the Torah, this is not necessary (Responsa of the Maharshal, 37). 


The space of a full scribe's clip -YDI KIVUN bna: This refers to 
a piece of wood with a crack in the middle, into which the upper 


edge of a sheet of parchment, or several sheets, are inserted to 
ensure that they do not fold over while the scribe is writing (see 
Rashi and Rid). This itself is the reason for the space at the top, so 
that the clip does not touch the writing (Nimmukei Yosef). The 
geonim write that its measure is half a nail. Others explain that 
this refers to an iron implement, a kind of etcher with two heads 
with a fixed distance between them. This tool is used for scoring 
the lines on parchment, so that the space between the lines will 
be equal (Sefer Halttur, citing Rav Amram Gaon). 
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Abaye continues: And we say, when discussing these versions of his 
statement: What is the difference between these two versions of 
his statement? The difference is whether one may use a shoe ab 
initio." In any case, according to both statements Rav maintains that 
a custom must be observed, and the custom in this case is to write 
the passages in a closed manner. Rather, must one not conclude 
from it that when Rav says that the halakha is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar he was speaking of the 
space, not the manner of preparing the passages? The Gemara 
affirms: Conclude from it that this is correct. 


§ Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: It is a mitzva ab initio to prepare 
the passages of a mezuza in the closed" manner, but if one prepared 
them in the open manner, it is permitted to use the mezuza. And 
what is Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar saying when he says that Rabbi 
Meir would prepare the passages in the open manner? He means 
that one may prepare them even in the open manner. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that a baraita supports his opinion: 
Similarly, just as one may not convert phylacteries of the head into 
phylacteries of the arm, with regard to a Torah scroll that became 
worn" and parchment of phylacteries that became worn, one may 
not fashion them into a mezuza by excising the relevant passages, 
despite the fact that the Torah passages of a mezuza appear in them. 
This is prohibited because one does not reduce the sanctity of an 
item from a level of greater sanctity, that of a Torah scroll or phy- 
lacteries, to a level of lesser sanctity, that of a mezuza. The Gemara 
infers from this baraita: If it were permitted to reduce the sanctity 
of an item from a level of greater sanctity to a level of lesser sanctity, 
one could fashion a mezuza from a Torah scroll. 


The Gemara explains the proof: But why is that the halakha, when 
here, ina Torah scroll, the passages are prepared in the closed man- 
ner, but there, in a mezuza, the passages are prepared in the open 
manner? Evidently, it is permitted to write a mezuza with the pas- 
sages prepared in the closed manner. The Gemara refutes this proof: 
Perhaps one should infer from the baraita that were it not for the 
fact that it is prohibited to reduce the sanctity ofan item from a level 
of greater sanctity to a level of lesser sanctity, one would be allowed 
to complete a line or two of a mezuza by sewing to it those lines 
from a Torah scroll or parchment of phylacteries that became worn, 
but one may not fashion an entire mezuza from a sheet of a Torah 
scroll or parchment of phylacteries, as the passages in a Torah scroll 
and phylacteries are prepared in the closed manner. 


The Gemara asks another question: The baraita indicates that if it 
were permitted to reduce the sanctity of an item from a level of 
greater sanctity to a level of lesser sanctity, one could fashion a 
mezuza from phylacteries. But isn’t it taught in a baraita that it 
is a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai’ that the passages 
of phylacteries are written on parchment, the outer layer of 
an animal’s hide, and the passages of a mezuza are written on 
dokhsostos,"® the inner layer, and when writing on parchment, one 
writes on the side of the hide that faced the flesh; when writing on 
dokhsostos, one writes on the side of the hide on which there was 
hair? How, then, can one use the other side of the hide for a mezuza? 
The Gemara answers that this requirement is of dokhsostos for a 
mezuza is stated as a mitzva, but it is not indispensable. 


The difference is whether one may use a shoe ab initio — bym 
TYI NDN mynn: By Torah law both a sandal and a shoe are 
fit for halitza. The Sages dispute whether one may use a shoe 
ab initio. Some say one may not do so, lest he use a shoe that 
is not whole. This concern does not apply to a sandal, which is 
made from a single piece of material (see Yevamot 102b). It can 


NOTES 


be inferred from Rabba’s statement that one should not use a 
shoe ab initio, and therefore he says that only if Elijah comes and 
permits one to use it, the Sages listen to him. Conversely, Rav 
Yosef maintains that one may use a shoe ab initio, and for this 
reason he states that if Elijah comes and declares that one should 
not use it, the Sages listen to him (Rashi). 


HALAKHA 


It is a mitzva to prepare the passages of a mezuza 
closed — niano iniwy> myn: It is a mitzva to render 
closed the space between the two chapters of Shema in 
a mezuza; the Shakh describes how one should do so in 
practice. If one rendered them open, the mezuza is fit, as 
the chapters are not adjacent in the Torah. The halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rav Nahman bar 
Yitzhak (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza 
VeSefer Torah 5:2; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 288:13). 


A Torah scroll that became worn, etc. - min 15D 
3) maw: The appropriate passages from phylacteries 
or a Torah scroll that became worn may not be used in 
a mezuza, because one does not reduce the sanctity of 
an item from a level of greater sanctity to a level of lesser 
sanctity (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza 
VeSefer Torah 5:1; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 290:1). 


Phylacteries are written on parchment and a mezuza 
is written on dokhsostos - by mma qbpat by pron 
"121 Dippipdi7: It is a halakha transmitted to Moses from 
Sinai that the passages of the phylacteries must be writ- 
ten on parchment, on the side of the flesh, whereas a 
mezuza is written on dokhsostos, on the side of the hair. 
If one wrote phylacteries on dokhsostos, they are unfit; if 
one wrote a mezuza on parchment or on hide that was 
processed with gall, it is fit, as the requirement of dokh- 
sostos is only a mitzva ab initio. Nowadays, parchment is 
not prepared in precisely the same way as in the talmudic 
era, as the hide is not split into two. Rather, the side of the 
flesh is scrubbed heavily until only parchment remains, 
and the outer layer where there is hair is smoothed and 
processed. This has the halakhic status of talmudic-era 
parchment, and one should write on the side of the flesh. 
If one wrote on the side of the hair, some authorities rule 
leniently that it is fit after the fact (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 1:8; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 32:7 and Beur Halakha there, and Yoreh Dea 
271:3 and in the comment of Rema, 288:6). 


BACKGROUND 


Halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai — no Geral 
YD: This refers to a halakha with no biblical basis, but 
which, according to tradition, was transmitted by God 
to Moses orally together with the Written Torah. These 
halakhot have the status of Torah law. 


Parchment and dokhsostos - Dipdip3in abp: Torah 
scrolls and megillot were usually written on gevil, which 
is animal hide that has been processed through salt- 
ing, flouring, and soaking in gallnut water in order to 
shrink and strengthen the hide. The process includes the 
removal of hair and the thin layer with the hair, as well 
as the removal of mucus and fat on the inner side. One 
would write on the outer side, which was smoother and 
more processed, not on the inner, greasier, and looser 
side. 

The desire to make optimal use of the hide and the 
goal of minimizing the thickness of books led to the 
manufacture of parchment that was especially thin. For 
that reason, the thickness of the hide was split into two 
layers, parchment and dokhsostos, as is the case with 
scrolls found in the Judean Desert. From the period of the 
early commentaries, in most places hide that has been 
thoroughly processed on both sides has been used for 
books as well as for phylacteries and mezuzot. Although it 
is not identical to the parchment described by the Sages, 
it has the same halakhic status. 
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The Gemara asks: But isn’t it taught in a baraita that if one 
changed between parchment and dokhsostos, the item is unfit? 
The Gemara responds that this baraita is referring to phylacteries 
that one wrote on dokhsostos in the manner of a mezuza, not to 
a mezuza which one wrote on parchment. The Gemara raises 
a further difficulty: But isn’t it taught in a baraita that if one 
changed whether in this manner or in that manner, it is unfit? 
The Gemara explains that this baraita does not mean that one 
changed either in the case of phylacteries or a mezuza. Rather, 
both this manner and that manner are referring to phylacteries, 
and this case is where one wrote them on parchment but on the 
side of the hide on which there was hair, not on the side that faced 
the flesh, and that 


case is where one wrote them on dokhsostos on the side that 
faced the flesh." In both of these situations the phylacteries are 
unfit, but a mezuza that one wrote on parchment is fit. 


And if you wish, say instead that the ruling of the baraita that if 
one changed whether in this manner or in that manner it is unfit 
is in fact referring to a mezuza that one wrote on parchment, and 
this is a dispute between tanna’im, as it is taught in a baraita: If 
one changed in this manner or in that manner it is unfit. Rabbi 
Aha, in the name of Rabbi Ahai, son of Rabbi Hanina, deems it 
fit; and some say he said this ruling in the name of Rabbi Akiva, 
son of Rabbi Hanina. 


§ The baraita indicates that if it were permitted to reduce the 
sanctity of an item from a level of greater sanctity to a level of lesser 
sanctity, one could make a mezuza from phylacteries that became 
worn. The Gemara raises a difficulty: But a mezuza requires scor- 
ing, i.e, the parchment must have lines etched in it before writing, 
as Rav Minyumi bar Hilkiya says that Rav Hama bar Gurya says 
that Rav says: Any mezuza that is not scored is unfit, and Rav 
Minyumi bar Hilkiya himself says concerning this: The scoring 
of a mezuza is a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai. With 
regard to phylacteries, by contrast, he does not teach that their 
parchment requires scoring. 


The Gemara answers that this is a dispute between tanna’im, as 
it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yirmeya says in the name of 
our teacher, Rav: Phylacteries and mezuzot may be written 
when the scribe is not copying from a written text, and their 
parchment does not require scoring. 


Where one wrote them on dokhsostos on the side that faced 
the flesh — wa pipaa Dippipsi7K YAN: In other words, if 
one wrote phylacteries on dokhsostos they are unfit even if he 
wrote them on the side that faced the flesh, despite the fact 


NOTES 


the flesh. All the more so are the phylacteries unfit if they are 
written on dokhsostos on the side on which there was hair, 
as in such a case they are unfit even if written on parchment 
(Tosafot on 32a). 


that they are fit if written on parchment on the side that faced 
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The Gemara concludes: And the halakha is that the parchment of 
phylacteries does not require scoring," but the parchment of a 
mezuza requires scoring." And unlike a Torah scroll, both these 
and those, phylacteries and mezuzot, may be written when the 
scribe is not copying from a written text." What is the reason for 
this leniency? These short texts are well known to all scribes, and 
therefore it is permitted to write them by heart. 


In connection to Rav Helbo relating the customs of Rav Huna, the 
Gemara cites that Rav Helbo says: I myself saw Rav Huna as he 
wished to sit on his bed, which had a Torah scroll placed on it. 
And he overturned a jug on the ground and placed the Torah 
scroll on it, and only then sat on the bed. The reason he did so is 
that he holds that it is prohibited to sit on a bed upon which a 
Torah scroll is placed." 


The Gemara notes: And this halakha disagrees with a ruling of 
Rabba bar bar Hana, as Rabba bar bar Hana says that Rabbi 
Yohanan says: It is permitted to sit on a bed upon which a Torah 
scroll is placed. And if a person whispers to you, saying: There 
was an incident involving Rabbi Elazar, who was sitting on a bed 
and realized that a Torah scroll was placed on it, and he immedi- 
ately slipped off the bed and sat upon the ground, and in doing so 
he looked like one who had been bitten by a snake, i.e., he jumped 
up in a panic, that incident is no proof. There, the Torah scroll was 
placed on the ground.” It is certainly disgraceful for one to sit on 
a bed while a Torah scroll is on the ground. 


The Gemara returns to the discussion about the halakhot of writing 
a mezuza. Rav Yehuda says that Shmuel says: Ifone wrote a mezuza 
in the manner of a missive" that one composes to a friend, i.e., 
without being exact about the lettering of each word, it is unfit." 
What is the reason? This is derived by a verbal analogy between 


“writing,” and “writing,” from a scroll," which must be written in 


precisely the correct manner. 


HALAKHA 


The parchment of phylacteries does not require scoring - a written text (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza 


vww ya xb pan: The parchment for the passages in the phy- 
lacteries does not require scoring, but scoring the top line is 
required. If a scribe must score each line in order to be able to 
write in straight lines he should do so in order to beautify the 
mitzva, but even if the lines are written crookedly it is fit after 
the fact (Mishna Berura). Some say that the parchment should be 
scored above the writing, below it, and at the two margins, even 
if one knows how to write without scoring, and this opinion is 
accepted in practice. The universal practice nowadays is to score 
each line of the parchment (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin 
UMezuza VeSefer Torah 1:12; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 32:6, and 
in the comment of Rema). 


The parchment of a mezuza requires scoring — sya mwa 

vwyt: It is a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai that the 

parchment of a mezuza, like that of a Torah scroll, requires scoring 

on each and every line. A mezuza written without scoring is unfit. 
One should not score with lead or any similar substance that col- 
ors the parchment (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza 

VeSefer Torah 1:12; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 271:5, 288:8). 


Written when the scribe is not copying from a written text - 
ans ya Kow DÄIN): It is permitted to write phylacteries and a 
mezuza without copying from a written text, as their passages 
are well known. If one is not familiar enough with them, he 
should use a text or have someone else read them to him. The 
optimal manner of performing the mitzva is always to copy from 


VeSefer Torah 1:12; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 32:29, and see 
Mishna Berura there). 


A bed upon which a Torah scroll is placed — myin 1DEw mona 
wy nav: It is prohibited to sit on a bed, chair, or bench on which 
aTorah scroll is resting, as indicated by the incident involving Rav 
Huna. Some say that if the Torah scroll was placed at a location 
that is one handbreadth higher than where he sits, it is permitted 
(Ra’avad, citing the Jerusalem Talmud). It is a pious custom to be 
stringent and to raise the Torah scroll ten handbreadths from 
where one is sitting, or at least three handbreadths (Rambam 
Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 10:6; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 282:7, and see Shakh there). 


On the ground — ppp aa by: It is prohibited to place a Torah 
scroll on the ground, including the stairs before the Holy Ark in 
a synagogue. The same applies to other sacred books (Shu/han 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 282:7 in the comment of Rema). 


If one wrote a mezuza in the manner of a missive — 74nd 
max: If one wrote a mezuza and did not score the parchment 
or was not careful with regard to which words are plene or 
deficient, i.e., spelled with or without the letters vav and yod, or 
if he added even one superfluous letter, it is unfit. The halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rav Yehuda, citing Shmuel 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 5:3, 
and see Kesef Mishne there). 


NOTES 


The parchment of phylacteries does not require 
scoring — VwWW ya xb poan: The reason is that the pur- 
pose of scoring is to straighten the writing, to preserve its 
beauty. Since phylacteries are not designed to be read, as 
they are covered with hide and sewn up, this act is unnec- 
essary. A mezuza, by contrast, can be opened and read at 
any time (Meiri, citing Rambam). Others suggest that the 
reason is that a mezuza is examined and read carefully 
every seven years, whereas phylacteries are checked only 
once every fifty years (Ran on Megilla 18b). Yet others say 
that the difference is due to the fact that phylacteries are 
written on very thin parchment, which might be torn by 
scoring (Nimmukei Yosef). The Meiri says that in fact this is 
the effect, not the cause: Since phylacteries do not require 
scoring, they are written on thin parchment. 


Mezuza parchment with scoring visible at the tops of the letters 


There the Torah scroll was placed on the ground - 
TI yppa by min 9p ON: This does not mean that 
the Torah scroll was ‘literally onthe ground, as the Gemara 
had stated that it was placed upon the bed. Rather, it was 
resting on the lower part of the bed, while Rabbi Elazar 
was sitting above it (commentary attributed to Rashba). 
Others explain that part of the Torah scroll was on the 
ground (see Rashi). 


If one wrote a mezuza in the manner of a missive it is 
unfit, etc. — 151 my9 DY 7AN: Rashi provides two 
interpretations of this statement. First, that one wrote it 
without scoring; second, that one wrote it without being 
precise with regard to whether the words were written 
plene or deficient, i.e., without being particular about the 
letters vav and yod, which are sometimes included in a 
word and at other times omitted. 


Writing and writing from a scroll - 3992 7273 7X03: 
While all agree that the verse employing a term of writing 
in the context of a mezuza is: “And you shall write them 
upon the doorposts of your house” (Deuteronomy 6:9), 
there is a disagreement among the early authorities as to 
the identity of the other verse in the verbal analogy. Rashi 
cites two opinions, either that it is referring to a verse 
stated with regard to the writing of a bill of divorce: “And 
he writes her a bill of divorce, and gives it in her hand” 
(Deuteronomy 24:1), or a verse stated with regard to the 
mitzva to eradicate the tribe of Amalek: “Write this for a 
memorial in the book, and rehearse it in the ears of Joshua: 
For | will utterly blot out the remembrance of Amalek from 
under the heaven” (Exodus 17:14). Sefer HaEshkol cites the 
verse stated with regard to the mitzva for a king to write 
a Torah scroll: “That he shall write him a copy of this law 
in a book” (Deuteronomy 17:18). The meaning of the term 
scroll in the Gemara will vary accordingly. 
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Placed it so that it was affixed behind the door - 10% AM 
nban: The proper placement of a mezuza is on the doorpost 
outside the door. 


Unfit placement of the mezuza behind the door according to Rashi (1) and 
Rabbeinu Tam (2). 


PERSONALITIES 


Munbaz — ta3va: Munbaz was the king of Adiabene at the 
end of the Second Temple period. This tiny principality was 
an independent kingdom in the Parthian empire located in 
northern Aram Naharaim, in the area of modern-day Kirkuk 
and Mosul. Members of the royal family of Adiabene and 
some of the military joined the rebels against Rome during 
the great rebellion before the destruction of the Temple. 
Munbaz’s mother, Queen Helene, and her two sons Munbaz 
and Izitus, called Zutus in the talmudic sources, converted 
to Judaism and scrupulously kept the mitzvot (see Genesis 
Rabba, chapter 46, and Nidda 17a). Initially, Munbaz abdi- 
cated the throne in favor of his brother, but he later assumed 
the throne upon his brother's death. 

This family is praised for its good deeds on many occa- 
sions in the Talmud, and Josephus describes its history and 
conversion in detail. 

Like the rest of his family, Munbaz was apparently buried 
in the Tombs of the Kings in Jerusalem. 


Sarcophagus of Queen Helene, mother of Munbaz 
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And Rav Yehuda says that Shmuel says: If one hung a mezuza 
ona stick" in the entranceway, without affixing it to the doorpost, 
it is unfit. What is the reason? We require the fulfillment of the 
verse: “And you shall write them upon the doorposts of your 
house, and upon your gates” (Deuteronomy 6:9). This ruling is 
also taught in a baraita: If one hung a mezuza ona stick, or 
placed it so that it was affixed behind the door®™ within the 
house, he exposes himself to danger, and it does not enable him 
to fulfill the mitzva." 


The Gemara relates: The members of the household of King 
Munbaz’ would do so, i.e., hang mezuzot on sticks, in their inns, 
i.e., when they would sleep in an inn. They would not do this in 
order to fulfill the mitzva, as one who sleeps in an inn is exempt 
from placing a mezuza, but in remembrance of the mezuza. 
Since they would travel frequently, they wanted to remember the 
mitzva of mezuza, which they did not fulfill often. 


And Rav Yehuda says that Shmuel says: It is a mitzva to place 
the mezuza within the airspace of the entrance," not on the 
outside. The Gemara asks: Isn’t this obvious? After all, the Merci- 
ful One states: “And upon your gates,” which indicates that it 
must be within the area of the gate, rather than the outside. The 
Gemara explains that it might enter your mind to say that since 


Rava says: It is a mitzva to place the mezuza 


If one hung a mezuza ona stick -bpna ayon: A mezuza hung 
by a stick is unfit, even if it is positioned in the correct place. 
The reason is that the mezuza is not affixed to the doorpost 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 
5:8; Tur, Yoreh De'a 289). 


Placed it so that it was affixed behind the door — ny Fma 
nyn: The Rambam writes that if one placed a mezuza behind 
the door, his action is of no consequence. Others rule that it 
is fit, provided that he places it on the doorpost itself (Rema, 
citing Tur). The later commentaries maintain that the halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of the Rambam, but those 
who live in houses that open out into areas frequented by 
gentiles may rely on the lenient opinion (Shakh). The custom 
is to be lenient whenever there is a concern about theft or 
that the mezuza might become soiled (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 


HALAKHA 


Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 5:8; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 289:2 in the comment of Rema, and see Arukh HaShulhan 
there). 


It is a mitzva to place the mezuza within the airspace of 
the entrance - nna by bn Jina anand myn: The correct 
place to affix a mezuza is within the airspace of the entrance, 
in the handbreadth closest to the outside. The halakha is in 
accordance with the opinions of Shmuel and Rava. The Rema 
writes, citing the Tur, that the mezuza is fit provided that he 
places it on the doorpost itself. Some understand this to mean 
that it must be somewhere within the airspace of the entrance, 
while others say that it may even be on the outside of the 
entrance (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer 
Torah 6:12; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 289:2, and in the comment 
of Rema). 


NOTES 


Placed it so that it was affixed behind the door — nts ANT 
nyn: Some explain that he affixed it in the airspace of ‘the 
entrance itself, but on the inside of the door, not on the part 
near the public domain (see Rabbeinu Tam and Rambam). 
Rashi indicates that the problem is that he affixed it in the 
wall of the house on the inside, not on the doorframe itself. 
According to this interpretation, the same applies if he affixed 
it to the wall of the house on the outside (Nimmukei Yosef). 


He exposes himself to danger and it does not enable him to 
fulfill the mitzva — my2 7a pgi maap: Rashi and Rabbeinu Ger- 
shom Meor HaGola explain that he does not fulfill the mitzva 
of mezuza, and thereby he exposes himself to danger. The 


danger mentioned here is that this mezuza does not protect 
the inhabitants of the house from harmful spirits (see 33b). A dif- 
ferent explanation is suggested by Rabbeinu Tam: The danger 
is not that of harmful spirits, as if it were, the same could be said 
of all unfit mezuzot. Rather, the danger is that one who enters 
the door might hit his head on the mezuza hanging there or 
placed wrongly behind the door where he will not notice it. Yet 
others maintain that this is referring to a time of persecution, 
when the gentiles have banned mezuzot, and the Gemara is 
saying that one who places a mezuza behind the door exposes 
himself to discovery for no purpose, as he does not fulfill the 
mitzva (Sefer Yere’im). 
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in the handbreadth adjacent to the public domain, perhaps the 
further the mezuza is from the inside of the house the better, and 
one may affix it even fully outside the airspace of the entrance. To 
counter this, Shmuel teaches us that the mezuza must be within the 
airspace of the entrance itself. 


And Rav Yehuda says that Shmuel says: If one wrote a mezuza on 
two sheets" it is unfit. The Gemara raises an objection from a 
baraita that teaches: If one wrote a mezuza on two sheets and 
placed it on the two doorposts of the entrance, it is unfit. The 
Gemara states the objection: By inference, ifthe mezuza was affixed 
on one doorpost, it is fit, despite the fact that it is written on two 
sheets. The Gemara answers: The baraita is not referring to a case 
where one affixed the mezuza on two doorposts. Rather, the baraita 
is saying that if it was written on two sheets in such a manner 
that it is fit to be affixed to two doorposts, i.e., there is a space 
between the writing of the first and second passages, so that one can 
separate the two sheets for different doorposts, it is unfit. This is in 
accordance with the statement of Rav Yehuda, citing Shmuel. 


And Rav Yehuda says that Shmuel says: The halakha is that a 
mezuza must be affixed to the doorpost on its right side, and the 
right side is determined by the direction from which one enters 
the room. With regard to a mezuza, when deciding which side is 
the right side, one should follow the indication of the hinge." The 
The Gemara asks: What is the indication of the hinge? Rav Adda 
said: The socket" into which the hinge is inserted. The room with 
the socket is considered the inside room, and the mezuza is affixed 
to the side which is on one’s right when entering that room. The 
Gemara asks: What are the circumstances, i.e., in what kind of case 
was this guideline to follow the indication of the hinge necessary? 
The Gemara answers: This indication is necessary in a case where 
there is an entrance that is between two houses, e.g., between a 
room for men and a room for women, as in such a situation the 
direction of the entrance is unclear. 


The Gemara relates: The Exilarch built a new house. He said to 
Rav Nahman: Affix mezuzot for me in the house. Rav Nahman 
said: First erect the doors," so that I can affix the mezuzot in the 
appropriate places, according to the placement of the hinges. 


NOTES 


If one wrote a mezuza on two sheets [dappin] - by mans 
pat ww: According to Rashi, this does not mean that he wrote 
he mezuza on two separate pieces of parchment. Rather, he 
wrote it on two different columns, which is generally what is 
meant by dappin. Most of the early commentaries maintain that 
his is referring to two separate pieces of parchment (Rambam; 
Tosafot; Rosh). 


Socket [avakta] - īp: Some commentaries explain that the 
erm avakta refers to holes in the threshold and in the lintel into 
which the hinge of the door is inserted (Rashi). Some say, based 
on the usage of this term elsewhere, that it is a strap with which 
he door is tied (Sefer HaEshkol; Meiri). In any case, the idea is 
hat the main entranceway determines the direction into which 
he door will open, and that dictates where the hinge or closing 
mechanism is placed. 


First erect the doors - Kwa U4 on: The commentary follows 

the explanation of the Halakhot Gedolot, which maintains that 

this incident continues the discussion with regard to the indica- 
tion of hinges. By contrast, Rashi explains that the Exilarch sought 

to affix the mezuzot to the framework of the doorposts before 

the doorposts were put in place. Rav Nahman therefore informed 

him that this would violate the principle concerning mitzvot: 

Prepare it and not from that which has already been prepared, 
i.e., one must perform the mitzva when the obligation is in force, 
rather than arrange matters so that when the obligation applies, 
i.e., when the doorposts are erected, the mitzva is fulfilled by 
default. The Rambam apparently explains it in a similar man- 
ner, only with regard to the doors rather than the posts, i.e., he 

maintains that the obligation of a mezuza is not in effect before 

one places the doors in the entrance (see Kesef Mishne). 


HALAKHA 


If one wrote a mezuza on two sheets - pataw by mans: 
The two chapters of a mezuza are written in a single col- 
umn on one sheet of parchment. If one wrote it in two or 
three columns, it is fit. If he wrote it on two sheets of parch- 
ment it is unfit, even if he sewed them together. This ruling 

is in accordance with the explanation of the majority of 
the early commentaries, not that of Rashi (Rambam Sefer 
Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 5:1; Shulhan 

Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 288:2, 4). 


Follow the indication of the hinge - Y% 397 0% pr: 
With regard to an entrance between two houses, e.g., if 
one divided his home into two sections, each of which 
has an entrance to the public domain, and in the partition 
between them there is an entrance from one to another, 
the side in which the socket for the door hinge is found is 
considered the inside room, and therefore one affixes the 
mezuza to the right side entering that room. The halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Shmuel. One does not 
follow the indication of the hinges in a place where the 
direction of the entrance is established, or if it is clear that 
one of the rooms is the main one (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 6:11; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 289:3, and see Pithei Teshuva there). 


First erect the doors — Kwa wT won: If one affixed the 
mezuza to the doorpost while it was still detached from 
the framework of the house, and then he attached the 
doorpost to the entrance, it is unfit, as indicated by the 
incident involving Rav Nahman. The Rambam maintains 
that one should fix the doors in place before affixing the 
mezuzot (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza 
VeSefer Torah 5:8; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 289:5). 
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Like a bolt — 333 3: This refers to a metal rod that was 
inserted into a socket cut into a doorpost in order to prevent 
the opening of the door. Some bolts were placed along the 
width of the entrance, from one doorpost to the other, but 
there were also bolts placed vertically, i.e., inserted into the 
top of the doorframe. 


= ji - 
Mezuza positioned like a bolt 


Where it is prepared like an ankle [istevira] - x ay 
xna: The istevira is probably the ankle, which com- 
prises three bones: First, the tibia (1), which is the larger o 
he two bones beneath the knee. This bone protrudes a 
he inner part of the ankle. Second, the fibula (2), which is 
a thinner bone on the outer side. These two bones meet a 
he talus (3), which is positioned in a way that creates the 
angle between the lower leg and the foot. The early com- 
mentaries engage in a dispute whether the comparison oi 
he placement of a mezuza to an istevira refers to the tibia 
alone, or to the angled appearance of the ankle. Both o 
hese interpretations are cited by Rashi. Others apparently 
explain that the reference is to the horizontal line formed 
by the side protrusions at the bottom of the tibia and the 
fibula (Rabbeinu Tam). Yet others indicate that the Gemara 
is speaking of the talus and the adjacent bones on the top 
of the foot, the navicular (4) and cuneiform (5) bones, which 
orm a kind of slope toward the toes. 


Bones of the ankle 


LANGUAGE 
Ankle [istevira] - KMAN: The etymology of this word is 
unclear, but it may be a compound from the Middle Persian 
ast-bara, meaning bone carrier. It is also notable that the 
word astuxwan in Persian means bone. 
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Rav Yehuda says that Rav says: If one fashioned a mezuza like a 
bolt," i.e., he wedged it into a hole in the doorpost of a gate, or 
affixed it to the doorpost horizontally, it is unfit. The Gemara raises 
a difficulty: Is that so? But when Rav Yitzhak bar Yosef came from 
Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he said: All the mezuzot in the house 
of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi were fashioned like a bolt, and he also 
said: That entrance by which Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi entered the 
study hall did not have a mezuza. The Gemara answers: This is not 
difficult. This ruling, that it is unfit, is referring to a case where it is 
prepared like a peg, i.e., he inserted it deep into the doorpost while 
it was lying horizontally. That ruling, that it is fit, is referring to a 
case where it is prepared like an ankle [ke’istevira],*"" i.e., it is 
vertical. 


With regard to the second element of Rav Yitzhak bar Yosef’s state- 
ment, that the entrance by which Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi entered the 
study hall did not have a mezuza, the Gemara asks: Is that so? But 
what of that entrance by which Rav Huna would enter the study 
hall," which had a mezuza? The Gemara answers: That entrance 
was the one through which all were accustomed to enter the study 
hall." By contrast, the entrance that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi used was 
a side entrance, which was designated for him alone. Consequently, 
it was exempt from the obligation to affix a mezuza, as Rav Yehuda 
says that Rav says: With regard to a mezuza, follow the entrance 
that people are accustomed to using. 


If one fashioned a mezuza like a bolt, etc. - 133 pna AXYY 
"ya: The mezuza must be affixed upright, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rashi. This is the Sephardic custom. The Rema 
writes: Some say that a mezuza which is upright is unfit, as it 
must be affixed horizontally. Those who are particular fulfill 
both opinions by affixing it at a diagonal, and this is the Ash- 
kenazic custom. The top of the mezuza should be toward the 
inside, and the bottom toward the outside. Some Ashkenazim 
have the custom of affixing it vertically, as maintained by Rashi 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 5:8; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 289:6, and see Beur HaGra there). 


Where it is prepared like a peg...like an ankle — x Pay 
KTDI... KAD: The commentary follows Rashi’s explana- 
tion, that a mezuza must be affixed vertically. Rav Amram Gaon 
likewise writes that the mezuza should be placed upright, like 
a book is placed on a shelf (Sha‘arei Teshuva). As for the reason 
for this requirement, some say that its shape must follow that of 
the doorpost itself (Rid), while others claim that this is the most 
respectful way of placing the parchment (Nimmukei Yosef). 
Therefore, if one affixed it in a crack in the doorpost, like a bolt, 
when it is upright like an ankle, it is fit. If it is prepared like a 
peg, i.e., inserted deep into the doorpost, it is unfit. According 
to most commentaries, the problem here is that it is lying hori- 
zontally rather than vertically. Rashi cites another explanation, 
according to which the comparison to an ankle means that it is 
half lying and half standing, like the link between the calf and 
the foot. It was necessary to affix the mezuzot in this manner in 
the house of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi because his mezuzot were 
very long (Rid). 

Others contend, based on the Gemara elsewhere, that it 
is disrespectful to affix a mezuza upright. They explain in the 
opposite manner, that when the Gemara refers to a mezuza 
affixed like a peg, it means like a peg inserted vertically into 
the ground, whereas the mention of an ankle is referring to 
the protruding bone on the two sides of the ankle, which is 
horizontal (Rabbeinu Tam). Therefore, according to this opinion 
one should affix the mezuza lying horizontally in relation to the 


HALAKHA 


NOTES 


Study hall - xW 2: A study hall is exempt from the require- 
ment of a mezuza. If it has an entrance through which one 
usually exits to his house, one must affix a mezuza to that 
entrance. This ruling is in accordance with the explanation of 
the Rambam. Some say, citing the Jerusalem Talmud, that the 
obligation of a mezuza applies to a study hall, and it is correct to 
act in accordance with this opinion, but one should not recite 
a blessing when affixing this mezuza (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 6:11, and see 6:6; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 286:10, and see 286:3). 


doorpost. The commentaries suggest that the Ashkenazic cus- 
tom of placing the mezuza diagonally is a compromise between 
the two opinions, as this is considered like an ankle according 
to both of them (Josafot). Others state that the mention of an 
ankle is referring to the tilted bone between the bone of the 
ankle and the toes, and this is another source for the Ashkenazic 
practice, according to which it is the proper custom ab initio 
(Sefer HaEshkol, citing Rav Hai Gaon). 


That entrance was the one through which all were accus- 
tomed to enter the study hall - myy Da wmi: The commen- 
taries note that although entrances to study halls are gener- 
ally exempt from the requirement of a mezuza, in Rav Huna’s 
case the door also served as the entrance to his house (Shita 
Mekubbetzet, citing Tosafot). The Rambam indicates that this 
entrance was between the study hall and Rav Huna’s house 
(Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 6:11), and 
the statement: That entrance was the one through which all 
were accustomed to enter, means that Rav Huna himself was 
accustomed to entering and exiting that way, and therefore 
one was obligated to affix a mezuza, as it was considered an 
entrance to his house (Mishna Sedura). Others cite a different 
version of the text, according to which it was not the entrance 
to the study hall but the door of his house, via which he would 
leave for the study hall (Tosafot). 
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§ Rabbi Zeira says that Rav Mattana says that Shmuel says: It 
is a mitzva to place the mezuza at the beginning of the upper 
third of the doorpost.” And Rav Huna says: One raises the mezuza 
a handbreadth from the ground, or one distances it from the 
cross beam, i.e., the lintel, a handbreadth, and the entire entrance 
between those two handbreadths is fit for the placement of the 
mezuza. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: One raises the 
mezuza ahandbreadth from the ground, or one distances it from 
the cross beam a handbreadth, and the entire entrance between 
those two handbreadths is fit for the placement of the mezuza; 
this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi Yosei says: The 
verse states: “And you shall bind them for a sign upon your arm” 
(Deuteronomy 6:8), and then it states: “And you shall write them 
upon the doorposts of your house” (Deuteronomy 6:9). Just as the 
binding of the phylacteries is performed on the upper part of the 
arm, so too, the writing, i.e., the placement, of a mezuza must be 
specifically on the upper part of the entrance. 


The Gemara explains the objection: Granted, according to Rav 
Huna, he states his ruling in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda; but according to Shmuel, in accordance with whose 
opinion does he state his ruling? It is not in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, and it is not in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei. 


Rav Huna, son of Rav Natan, said: Actually, Shmuel’s ruling is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, 


and what is the meaning of the phrase: The beginning of the upper 
third of the entrance, that Shmuel says? This is referring to the 
maximum distancing of the mezuza from the doorframe, i.e., that 
one should not distance it from the upper cross beam more than 
one-third of the height of the entrance. 


§ Rava says: It is a mitzva to place the mezuza in the handbreadth 
adjacent to the public domain." The Gemara asks: What is the 
reason for this? The Rabbis say that it is in order that one encoun- 
ter the mezuza immediately upon one’s entrance to the house. Rav 
Hanina from Sura says: It is in order that the mezuza protect" the 
entire house, by placing it as far outside as one can. 


The Gemara adds: Rabbi Hanina says: Come and see that the 
attribute of flesh and blood is not like the attribute of the Holy 
One, Blessed be He. The attribute of flesh and blood is that a king 
sits inside his palace, and the people protect him from the outside, 
whereas with regard to the attribute of the Holy One, Blessed be 
He, it is not so. Rather, His servants, the Jewish people, sit inside 
their homes, and He protects them from the outside. As it is 
stated: “The Lord is your keeper, the Lord is your shade upon 
your right hand” (Psalms 121:5)." 


In order that the mezuza protect — myyn 227 93: That is, so 
that the mezuza will protect one from harmful spirits (Rashi) by 
ensuring that the entire house is within the area protected by the 
mezuza (Tur, Yoreh De'a 285). Some commentaries maintain that 
the mezuza does not protect one from harmful spirits. Rather, 
its protection lies in the fact that it reminds one of the unity 


NOTES 
from sin (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer 
Torah 5:4, 6:13). 

The Lord is your shade upon your right hand - J32? by shen: 
This is a reference to the mezuza, which is found on the right side 
of the entrance (Rashi; see She'iltot deRav Ahai Gaon 145). 


of God and the requirement to fear Him, which protects one 
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HALAKHA 

At the beginning of the upper third of the doorpost - 
hyn why nnna: The mezuza should be affixed at 
the beginning of the upper third of the height of the 
entrance. If one affixed it higher than that, it is fit, 
provided that he kept it one handbreadth from the 
lintel. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Shmuel and Rav Huna. If one affixed the mezuza 
below the upper third, it is unfit (Shakh), as stated in the 
baraita and in accordance with the Gemara’s explana- 
tion of the opinion of Rav Huna (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 6:12; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 289:2). 


HALAKHA 


In the handbreadth adjacent to the public domain — 
Dat mob qapa naya: One places the mezuza in 

the space of the doorway, i in the handbreadth adjacent 
to the outside. This requirement is not indispensable. 
The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rava 

(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer 
Torah 6:12; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 285:2, 289:2). 
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HALAKHA 
If one dug a handbreadth deep into the doorpost - 
nay ab pray: If one dug a handbreadth deep into 
the wall and placed the mezuza there, it is unfit, as 
maintained by Rava (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 5:8; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 289:4). 


One carved a tube and placed the mezuza in it 
and ultimately positioned the framework - nn 
vaya aio mam: If one carved a reed and inserted 
a mezuza into it, and then attached that reed to 
other reeds and formed a doorpost with them, the 
mezuza is unfit, because the affixing of the mezuza 
was performed before the post was established as 
the doorpost of the entrance (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 5:8; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 289:5). 


NOTES 


Prepare it and not from what has already been 
prepared — »wy7 pa xh) mwyn: The term prepare 
does not appear in the verse with regard to a mezuza. 
Rather, this principle is derived from the halakha of a 
sukka, where it is stated: “You shall prepare the feast 
of Sukkot" (Deuteronomy 16:13). The Sages interpreted 
this as teaching that one must prepare the mitzva 
and not perform it using that which has already been 
prepared, as is similarly derived with regard to a lulav 
(see Sukka 1b). Some commentaries maintain that in 
the case of a mezuza this halakha applies by rabbinic 
law (Kiryat Sefer). 


BACKGROUND 


Entrance that is behind the door - »tinxw nna 
nyn: 


Location of mezuza according to Rashi. Some say the mezuza is 
located on the right side of the southern entrance. 


Souk 


Location of mezuza according to the Mordekhai 
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Rav Yosef, son of Rava, taught in the name of Rava: If one dug 
one handbreadth deep into the doorpost" and placed a mezuza 
there, it is unfit. The Gemara suggests: Let us say that the following 
baraita supports his ruling: In a case where one affixed a mezuza 
deep in the wooden doorpost of an entrance, or after placing it in 
the entrance one added [tala]! an inner framework [malben]' to 
it that covers the doorpost, if there is a depth of one handbreadth 
there, one requires another mezuza, but if not, one does not 
require another mezuza. 


The Gemara deflects the support: When that baraita is taught, it is 
referring to an entrance that is behind the door, i.e., there is 
another entrance on the other side of the framework, which serves 
for both entrances. The baraita is teaching that if the framework is 
one handbreadth thick, then each side is considered a separate 
entrance, and each requires its own mezuza. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: But the same baraita teaches explic- 
itly this ruling of the case of another entrance: With regard to an 
entrance that is behind the door, if there is a depth of one hand- 
breadth there, one requires another mezuza, but ifnot, one does 
not require another mezuza. The Gemara explains: This clause of 
the baraita is teaching which case is the subject of the previous 
clause, i.e., the baraita does not state two halakhot but only one, 
which it explains as it proceeds: In what case is it taught that if there 
is a depth of a handbreadth there, one requires another mezuza? It 
is taught in the case of an entrance that is behind the door. 


§ Itis taught in a baraita with regard to the affixing of a mezuza: If 
one positions a mezuza in an entrance which was a framework of 
reeds, to which one cannot affix the mezuza with nails, he carves a 
kind of tube from the reed on the right side and places the mezuza 
in that tube. Rav Aha, son of Rava, says: They taught that one may 
affix the mezuza in this manner only ina case where one positioned 
the framework in its place first, and ultimately carved a tube and 
then placed the mezuza in it. But if before positioning the frame- 
work one carved a tube and placed the mezuza init, and ultimately 
positioned the framework, the mezuza is unfit. This in accordance 
with the principle stated with regard to objects used for mitzvot: 
Prepare it, and not from what has already been prepared." In this 
case he affixed the mezuza before the obligation took effect with 
regard to the framework. 


Added [tala] - 


and means to hang. 


Framework [malben] - jaa: The term malben appears in the Bible 
in reference to a mold for fashioning bricks: “Draw you water for 
the siege, strengthen your fortresses; go into the clay, and tread 
the mortar, lay hold of the brick mold [malben]” (Nahum 3:14). In 
rabbinic usage it appears in reference to a square framework, e.g., 
the malben of a chair, or even for square pieces of earth. Here, as 
in many places, malben means the inner framework of a window 


or entrance, generally made of wood. 
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mb: The verb tala is typically used by the Sages 
in reference to the stitching of patches [telai] on clothes and the 
like. This is possibly also the meaning of talu in the verse: “Every 
speckled and talu sheep” (Genesis 30:32), i.e., a sheep that appears 
to have patches. It bears a similar meaning here, as one places a 
kind of patch to cover an entrance that is not properly formed. It is 
also possible that the letter tet appears instead of the letter tav in 
tala, as tala spelled with a tav has a virtually identical pronunciation 


LANGUAGE 


Brick mold 
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And Rava says: With regard to these broken entrances [pithei 
shima’ei],' which lack the proper form of doorways, one is exempt 
from the obligation of placing a mezuza. The Gemara asks: What 
are broken entrances? Rav Rihumi and Abba Yosei disagree with 
regard to this. One says that they do not have a proper ceiling," 
and one says that they do not have lintels [shakofei]™ above the 
openings. 


Rabba bar Sheila says that Rav Hisda says: With regard to a 
portico," i.e., a structure at the entrance to a house that is entirely 
open on its front side, one is exempt from the obligation of placing 
a mezuza, because it does not have doorposts [patzimin]' on its 
sides. The Gemara questions this reason: This indicates that if it has 
doorposts, one would be obligated to place a mezuza. But that is 
not logical, as these doorposts are not there to serve as an entrance; 
rather, they are made to strengthen the ceiling. In that case, why 
should one be obligated? 


The Gemara answers: This is what Rav Hisda is saying: Even if 
it has doorposts, one is exempt from the obligation to place a 
mezuza there, because they are made only to strengthen the ceil- 
ing, not as an entrance. Similarly, Abaye said: I saw the porticos 
[le’ispelidei]' of the house of the Master, Rabba, that they had 
doorposts but they did not have mezuzot. Rabba evidently holds 
that its doorposts are made to strengthen the ceiling. 


Broken entrances [pithei shima’ei] - »xaw nn: 
Rashi explains that the gates are broken, similar to the term 
ashmai, meaning crooked. Elsewhere he associates shimaei 
with shemama, desolation. The Arukh cites Rabbeinu Hananel’s 
interpretation that it means entrances of Eretz Yisrael. Rabbeinu 
Hananel’s statement is based on the Arabic lad], al-sham, 
which is the traditional name for Syria and Eretz Yisrael. 


Broken entrance according to Rashi’s explanation 


That they do not have a proper ceiling - mpa amy mba: 
A house that does not have a ceiling is exempt from a mezuza. 
In a case where it is partly covered with a ceiling and partly 
uncovered, if the ceiling is over the entrance and measures at 
least four by four cubits, one is obligated to affix a mezuza to that 
entrance (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer 
Torah 6:5; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 286:14). 


That they do not have a proper ceiling [tikra]. ..that they do 
not have lintels [shakofei] - sa\pw anh ny1.. anh re: 

In his first explanation, Rashi states that a case where there is 
no tikra refers to a case where there is no upper lintel to the 
doorframe. Alternatively, it means that the lintel is not con- 
structed in a straight manner over the door, as the stones are 


Doorpost [patzim] - o»¥5: The meaning of the word patzim or 
patzin is a post or a board. It is generally used in reference to 
doorposts of entrances. The root is probably peh, tzadi, mem, 
which means breaking or cleaving; see the verse: “You have 
made the land to shake, You have cleft it [petzamta]; heal its 
breaches, for it totters” (Psalms 60:4). Accordingly, patzimin 
refers to boards or pieces of wood. 


Porticos [ispelidei] - rban: Some suggest that this term is 
derived from the Greek omnrdStoy, spéladion, meaning cave, 
cave-like, or curved. Others suggest that it is derived from the 
word wahi8oc, psalidos, the genitive form of wanic, psalis, 
meaning a vault. 


That they do not have lintels - »sipw ath mdr: An entrance that 
does not have a lintel and two doorposts is exempt from the 
obligation to affix a mezuza. The Taz, citing the Tur, comments 
that the same applies if the lintel or the doorpost is not straight 
but is built of uneven stones (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefil- 
lin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 6:1; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 287:1). 


uneven (Tosafot). According to this opinion, the term shakofei 
is a reference to doorposts, not lintels, and it is stating that the 
doorposts are not straight, as their stones are uneven (Firuvin 
nia). According to Rashi’s second explanation, a case where there 
is no tikra refers to a house that does not have a ceiling at all. 
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Portico of the school of Rav according to Rashi 


Roman portico according to Rashi 
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BACKGROUND 


Gatehouse - www ma: A gatehouse is a small 
structure built at the gate of a courtyard to prevent 
people from entering directly into the courtyard. 
It is generally small and open at the front, as the 
gate of the courtyard serves as its back wall. If 
the courtyard is guarded, the guard might sit in 
the gatehouse. 


Gatehouse at the entrance ofan ancient palace in Amman, Jordan 


Bei harziki — p77 2: 


Bei harziki according to the Ramban and the Ran 


NOTES 

Roman portico — Kynin YTX: There are sev- 
eral explanations with regard to the structure of 
these buildings. Rashi here states that the portico 
of a study hall has walls, but they are low and do 
not reach the ceiling, whereas a Roman portico is 
one whose walls are made entirely of windows. In 
tractate Bava Batra (11b) he explains in the oppo- 
site manner. Most commentaries maintain that 
the portico of a study hall has very wide doorposts 
and is similar to a house, while a Roman portico 
has three walls and two posts about a cubit in 
width on the fourth side (Arukh). Others state that 
the portico of a study hall is not open at all, but 
is like a narrow corridor (Sefer HaEshkol, citing Rav 
Sherira Gaon). The Rid claims that a Roman por- 
tico consists entirely of entrances, each of which 
requires a mezuza. 


A gatehouse that opens to a garden and to a 
small room - miopa mys mnan ww ma: The 
halakha of a garden differs from that of a court- 
yard, which was dealt with by the Gemara in the 
case of a bei harziki. A courtyard serves residential 
purposes, as the inhabitants of the house use it 
for certain household functions, such as washing 
clothing, and therefore one is obligated to affix 
a mezuza there. Conversely, a garden is used for 
planting vegetation or for ornamental purposes, 
and for that reason one is exempt from affixing 
a mezuza there. 
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The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: With regard to a 
gatehouse,’ a portico, and a balcony," one is obligated to place 
a mezuza. The Gemara answers: The halakha of the baraita is stated 
with regard to a specific type of portico, the portico of a study hall," 
which is closed on all sides, but its walls do not reach the ceiling. The 
Gemara raises a difficulty: A portico of a study hall is like a full- 
fledged room [inderona],' and therefore it should not be labeled a 
portico with regard to the halakhot of mezuza. The Gemara answers: 
The halakha of the baraita is stated with regard to a Roman portico," 
which is more open than the portico of a study hall, as it is built with 
many windows instead of proper walls. The baraita is teaching that 
one is obligated to place a mezuza on this type of portico. 


§ Rahava says that Rav Yehuda says: With regard to a bei harziki,*" 
one is obligated to place two mezuzot. The Gemara asks: What is 
a bei harziki? Rav Pappa the Elder says in the name of Rav: It is a 
gatehouse that opens to a courtyard, and houses also open directly 
to the gatehouse." It requires two mezuzot, one for the entrance from 
the courtyard to the gatehouse, and one for the entrance from the 
gatehouse to the houses. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: With regard to a gatehouse that has 

two entrances, as it opens both to a garden, which is exempt from a 

mezuza, and to a small room [ulekitonit],"" Rabbi Yosei says: Its 

halakhic status is like that of a small room, and it requires a mezuza, 
and the Rabbis say: Its halakhic status is like that of a gatehouse, and 

it does not require a mezuza. There is a difference of opinion among 

amora’‘im with regard to this dispute. Rav and Shmuel both say: With 

regard to the entrance through which one enters from the garden to 

the house, i.e., the entrance of the gatehouse to the small room, every- 
one agrees that one is obligated to place a mezuza. What is the rea- 
son? It is the way of entering the house, and the house requires a 

mezuza. 


Rav and Shmuel continue: When they disagree it is with regard to 
the entrance through which one enters from the house to the garden, 
i.e., the entrance of the gatehouse to the garden. One Sage, Rabbi 
Yosei, holds that the small room into which the gatehouse opens is 
the main area, and therefore the gatehouse, which is used for entering 
the small room, is considered like a regular gatehouse to a house, and 
all its entrances require a mezuza. And one Sage, the Rabbis, hold that 
the garden is the main area, and therefore this entrance does not 
require a mezuza. 


HALAKHA 


A gatehouse, a portico, and a balcony — Nosy ATIDIK WW ma: 

A gatehouse, a portico, a balcony, a garden, anda stable are exempt 
from the obligation of mezuza, because they do not serve as a resi- 
dence. If these open directly into a house, a mezuza is required (Rif; 
Rambam). The Tur, citing Rabbeinu Yitzhak, says that a gatehouse 
requires a mezuza even if it does not lead directly to a house, but this 
requirement applies by rabbinic law (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 6:7; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 286:7). 


The portico of a study hall - 33°39 711H3%: With regard to a portico, 
which is a place with three walls ‘anda ‘ceiling, even if it has two 
doorposts on its fourth side it is exempt from the obligation to affix 
a mezuza. The reason is that its doorposts are there to support the 
ceiling, not to serve as actual doorposts for the entrance. If it has a 


Room [inderona] — x31719%: Apparently from the Greek avdpwv, 
andron, meaning a house for men or a parlor in the house. The 
Romans used it in reference to a corridor, a room which joins two 
houses or courtyards. 


Bei harziki — "77 ¥2: Probably from the Middle Persian fra-zék, 
meaning prison or punishment, this term is found in Arabic and 
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LANGUAGE 


partition on the fourth side, even a low one, or if it consists entirely 
of windows, one is obligated to place a mezuza there (Rambam 
Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 6:3; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh Dea 286:6). 


A gatehouse that opens to a courtyard and houses open to the 
gatehouse - www ma) pring ona ayn MAIT WW ma: A gate- 
house that opens to a house and a courtyard requires two mezuzot, 
in addition to the entrance through which one comes in from the 
public domain (Shakh, based on Tur). One of these two mezuzot is 
placed where it opens to the house, and the other where it opens 
to the courtyard (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 286:8). 


Mandaic, and it means jailhouse. It can have the same meaning in 
the Talmud. 


Small room [kitonit] - miop: From the Greek xortwv, koiton, 
meaning a bedroom. The Sages use it in reference to other small 
rooms as well. 
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Conversely, Rabba and Rav Yosef both say: With regard to the 
entrance through which one enters from the house to the garden, 
i.e, the entrance between the gatehouse and the garden, everyone 
agrees that one is exempt from placing a mezuza. What is the rea- 
son? It is the entrance to the garden, and the garden does not require 
a mezuza. When they disagree it is with regard to the entrance from 
the garden to the house, i.e., the entrance between the gatehouse 
and the small room. One Sage, Rabbi Yosei, holds that it is the way 
of entering the house, and the house requires a mezuza, and one 
Sage, the Rabbis, holds that the entire 


area is made for the purpose of reaching the garden, not for entering 
the house, and therefore even with regard to the entrance between 
the gatehouse and small room, one is exempt from placing a mezuza 
at the entrance of the small room. 


The Gemara relates that Abaye and Rava would act in accordance 
with the explanation of Rabba and Rav Yosef, i.e., they would not 
place a mezuza on the two entrances of a gatehouse, neither to the 
garden nor to the small room, in accordance with the ruling of the 
Rabbis. And Rav Ashi would act in accordance with the explanation 
of Rav and Shmuel, stringently," i.e., following the ruling of Rabbi 
Yosei that both entrances require a mezuza. The Gemara concludes: 
And the halakha is in accordance with the explanation of Rav and 
Shmuel, stringently. 


§ It was stated: With regard to an aperture that opens from the 
ceiling of a house occupied by one person to a loft" occupied by 
another, with a walled staircase leading from the lower floor to the 
loft, Rav Huna says: If the staircase has one entrance, i.e., one door- 
way, either from the house or from the upper story, one is obligated 
to affix one mezuza; if it has two entrances, both from below and 
above, one is obligated to affix two mezuzot. Rav Pappa says: One 
can learn from that statement of Rav Huna that with regard to this 
type of room that has four gates, one is obligated to affix four mezu- 
zot. The Gemara asks: Isn’t it obvious? The Gemara explains: No, it 
is necessary to teach that even though one is accustomed to using 
one particular gate," nevertheless, all four require a mezuza. 


HALAKHA 


In accordance with the explanation of Rav and Shmuel, strin- 
gently - xan Sein ats: A gatehouse between a garden 
and a house requires two mezuzot, one in the entrance that 
opens to the house and the other in the entrance that opens 
to the garden. According to the Rambam, the same applies to 
a gatehouse between a garden and a courtyard. The halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rav Ashi (Rambam Sefer 
Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 6:8; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh Dea 286:9). 


From a house to a loft — myb ait ya: With regard to an aper- 
ture between a house and a loft, through which one ascends 
by stairs, if partitions are placed around the stairs, either at the 
bottom of the stairs or at the top, and the partitions form the 
shape of an entrance, that entrance requires a mezuza. If it has 
the shape of an entrance both above and below, it requires two 
mezuzot, as maintained by Rav Huna (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 


Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 6:10; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 286:19). 


Even though one is accustomed to using one particular gate — 
ana Sant aa by 4x: If a house has many entrances that open 
o a courtyard or a public domain, and from the outset all of 
hem were designed for the entry and exit of the members of 
he household, then all the entrances require a mezuza, even 
if the number of residents decreased so that only one of the 
entrances is currently used. The halakha is in accordance with 
Rashi’s second explanation of Rav Pappa’s statement. Likewise, 
if a house has many doors, even if one usually uses only one of 
hem he must place a mezuza on each entrance. This is in accor- 
dance with Rashi's first interpretation and that of the Rambam 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 6:10; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 286:18, and see the comment of Rema 
and Beur HaGra there). 
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LANGUAGE 
These [adei] — "19: This word occurs rarely in the Talmud. It 
is the plural form of ada, which means: This, similar to hada, 
or the shortened form da. 


HALAKHA 
To the right of the entrance — 33: The mezuza should be 
affixed to the right of a doorway, as one enters the house. 
Placement of a mezuza on the left side is not valid, whether 


or not the owner is left-handed (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hil- 


khot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 6:12; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De'a 289:2, and in the comment of Rema). 
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Ameimar said: With regard to this entrance which is located at the 
corner of a house," one is obligated to affix a mezuza. Rav Ashi 
said to Ameimar: But it does not have doorposts. Ameimar said 
to him: These [adei]! are its doorposts, i.e., the end of the walls 
serve as its doorposts. 


The Gemara relates: Rav Pappa happened to come to the house of 
Mar Shmuel, where he saw a certain entrance that had only one 

doorpost to the left of the entrance," and yet Mar Shmuel had 

affixed a mezuza to that doorpost. Rav Pappa said to him: In accor- 
dance with whose opinion did you do this? Did you act in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, who deems one obligated 

to affix a mezuza to an entrance that has only one doorpost? But one 

can say that Rabbi Meir says that one must do so only in a case 

where the doorpostis to the right of the entrance." Does he say that 
it requires a mezuza if the entrance is to the left? 


The Gemara asks: What is the source for this requirement that the 
mezuza be affixed to the right side? As it is taught in a baraita: When 
the verse states: “And you shall write them upon the doorposts of 
your house [beitekha]” (Deuteronomy 6:9), the word beitekha is 
interpreted as biatekha, your entry, i.e., the mezuza must be affixed 
to the side by which you enter, which is from the right. Do you say 
itis from the right, or is it only from the left? Therefore, the verse 
states: Your house [ beitekha]. The Gemara asks: What is the bibli- 
cal derivation here? Rabba says: The mezuza is affixed in the way 
that you enter the house, which is from the right, as when a person 
lifts his foot to begin walking, he lifts his right foot first. Therefore, 
the mezuza is affixed to the right side of the doorway. 


NOTES 


This entrance which is located at the corner of a house — 


NIIP XMM INI: In other words, it is as though the corner 
were clipped, i.e., parts of the adjoining walls were removed, so 


that there is a diagonal entrance to the room between the two 
ends of the walls (Rashi; see Hazon Ish). Others explain that one 
of the walls does not reach the corner (Rid). Yet others contend 
that this refers to a house which has one side that is entirely 
open, so that the two walls on its sides can be seen as doorposts 


(Rosh). A 


though one is exempt from affixing a mezuza to a 


portico, as stated on 33b, this refers to a case where there is a 
door along the entire width of the side (Derisha). Alternatively, 
one is exempt from affixing a mezuza to a portico because it is 


used solely as a passageway, whereas this is referring to a proper 


room (Yad Haketanna). 


Rashi’s explanation 


Rid's explanation 


Rosh's explanation 


That had only one doorpost to the left of the entrance - 
xen any Dya xx ay) ma x4: For example, the right side 
of the entrance is a wall that continues onward, and there is a 


doorpost only on the left side (Rosh). Some understand Rashi's 


explanation in the same manner. 


Doorpost 


Doorpost to the left of the entrance, according to the Rosh's explanation 
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Rav Shmuel bar Aha said before Rav Pappa in the name of Rava 
bar Ulla that the requirement that the mezuza be affixed to the right 
of the entrance is derived from here: “And Jehoiada the priest 
took a chest, and bored a hole in the lid of it, and set it beside 
the altar, on the right side as one comes into the House of the 
Lord; and the priests that kept the threshold put in there all the 
money that was brought into the House of the Lord” (11 Kings 
12:10). This indicates that an object designed for those entering a 
house is placed to the right of the one entering. 


The Gemara further inquires: What is this statement of Rabbi Meir, 
referred to by Rav Pappa, that he deems one obligated to place 
a mezuza on an entrance that has only one doorpost? As it is taught 
in a baraita: With regard to a house that has only one doorpost," 
Rabbi Meir deems one obligated to affix a mezuza, and the Rab- 
bis deem him exempt from affixing a mezuza. The Gemara asks: 
What is the reasoning of the Rabbis? It is written: “And you shall 
write them upon the doorposts of your house” (Deuteronomy 6:9), 
in the plural, which indicates that there must be two doorposts. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason of Rabbi Meir, that one 
doorpost suffices to obligate one to affix a mezuza? As it is taught 
in a baraita: When it states “doorposts” (Deuteronomy 6:9), I 
would derive the minimum number of doorposts, which is two. 
When it says “doorposts” in the second passage (Deuteronomy 
11:20), this also serves to teach a halakha, as otherwise there is 
no need for the verse to state this. This is one amplification fol- 
lowing another amplification, and the principle is that an ampli- 
fication following an amplification is stated only in order to 
restrict its extent. In this manner the verse restricted the mini- 
mum number to one doorpost." This is the statement of Rabbi 
Yishmael. 


Rabbi Akiva says: This proof is not necessary. Rather, when the 
verse states: “And strike the lintel and the two doorposts” (Exo- 
dus 12:22), one can claim that there is a superfluous word in this 
verse, as there is no need for the verse to state “two,” since the 
minimum of doorposts is two. What is the meaning when the verse 
states “two”? This established a paradigm that anywhere where 
it is stated “doorposts,” it means only one doorpost, unless the 
verse specifies that it is referring to two doorposts. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: The verse states: “And you shall 


write them upon the doorposts of your house, and upon your gates” 


(Deuteronomy 6:9). One might have thought that one writes a 
mezuza on the stones of the entrance. To counter this, an expres- 
sion of writing is stated here, with regard to a mezuza, and an 
expression of writing is stated there." Just as there the mitzva of 
writing means on a book, i.e., parchment, so too, a mezuza must 
be written on a book. 


The baraita suggests: Or perhaps, go [kalekh]' this way, i.e., one 
can suggest a different interpretation: An expression of writing is 
stated here, with regard to a mezuza, and writing is stated there, 
with regard to the mitzva of writing the words of the Torah on 
stones upon the entry to Eretz Yisrael (Deuteronomy 27:3). Just 
as there, the words are written on the stones themselves, so too 
here, the mezuza should be written on the stones. 


The baraita continues: Let us see to which it is similar, i.e., which 
comparison appears more apt. We derive writing that is per- 
formed in all generations, i.e., that of a mezuza, from another 
writing that is performed in all generations, but we do not derive 
writing that is performed in all generations from writing that is 
not performed in all generations. And furthermore, a mezuza 
must be written with ink, as it is stated below: “And Baruch said 
to them: He dictated all these words to me, and I wrote them 
with ink in the scroll” (Jeremiah 36:18). 


he publisher 


HALAKHA 


A house that has only one doorpost - b pxo ma 
INS Dya xbx: An entrance requires a mezuza only 
ifit has two doorposts, in accordance with the opin- 
ion of the Rabbis, who disagree with Rabbi Meir 
(Beur HaGra), and following the statement of Rava 
on 33a (Beer HaGola). Others maintain that even in 
a case where it has only one doorpost, e.g., on the 
side opposite the one doorpost the wall extends 
beyond the entrance, if the doorpost is on the right 
side then it requires a mezuza, which one should 
affix without reciting a blessing (Rosh; Tur, Shakh). 
If the doorpost is on the left side, it is exempt from 
a mezuza, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Meir, as Rabbi Yishmael and Rabbi Akiva agree with 
his ruling, and as indicated by the incident involv- 
ing Rav Pappa in Mar Shmuel’s house (Rambam 
Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 
6:1; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 287:1). 


NOTES 

The verse restricted the minimum number to 
one doorpost [mezuza], etc. - mah D037 ivy 
^ad Mk: The word mezuza can be used to refer 
both to a doorpost and to the scroll that one affixes 
to the doorpost. Rashi explains that Rabbi Yishmael 
and Rabbi Akiva, like Rabbi Meir, are discussing an 
entrance that has one doorpost [mezuza], and this 
is the source for his opinion that one is obligated 
to affix a mezuza to such an entrance. Others main- 
tain that this baraita, as its straightforward reading 
indicates, is referring to the number of mezuzot 
that one must place at the entrance to the house, 
not the halakha stated by Rabbi Meir (Smag). The 
later commentaries explain that according to this 
interpretation, the Gemara is saying that Rabbi Meir 
expounds the verse in the same manner as does 
Rabbi Yishmael and Rabbi Akiva, but he derives an 
additional halakha from here, i.e., that it is enough 
if the entrance has one doorpost (Yad David; see 
Sefat Emet). 


5 


And an expression of writing is stated there - 
myn tnd ‘wasnt: Rashi explains that this refers to 

the writing ofa bill of divorce, concerning which the 

verse states: "That he writes her a bill of divorce, and 

gives it in her hand” (Deuteronomy 24:1). Tosafot 
suggest that this refers to either the verse: “That he 

shall write him a copy of this law in a book” (Deuter- 
onomy 17:18), written with regard to the mitzva for 
a king to write a Torah scroll, or the verse: “And the 

priest shall write these curses in a scroll” (Numbers 

5:23), written with regard to the sota rite. 


LANGUAGE 

Go [kalekh] - b>: This term is found in rabbinic 
usage and in halakhic midrash, at times appearing 
as lekha lekh or holekha lekh. The word kalekh is vari- 
ously interpreted as a shortened form of lekha lekh 
(Hokhmat Manoah) or a shortened form of kaleh 
velekh (Ya’avetz), all of which bear the same basic 
meaning of go out or go forth. 
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HALAKHA 


Complete writing, and then should one place them 
upon the doorposts — niwan by TIN Tan ADs: 
There is a positive mitzva to write down the first two 
passages of Shema, Deuteronomy 6:4-9 and 11:13-21, 
and place them on the doorpost of the entrance to 


one’s house (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 285:1). 


That even the absence of the thorn of a letter yod - 
vy by wip: The absence of even one letter in any 
one of the four passages of the phylacteries prevents 
fulfillment of the mitzva by Torah law. They must all 
be written completely (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 1:1; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 32:4). 


Any letter that is not encircled with blank 
parchment, etc. — 1311 api bya pw nix dp: Every 
letter must be surrounded by blank parchment on all 
four sides. If it is not surrounded by parchment, it is 
unfit (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza 
VeSefer Torah 1:19; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 32:4). 


NOTES 
And the absence of even one letter prevents 
fulfillment of the mitzva with the rest of them, 
etc. — 131 133V INK ANS or: This discussion 
already appeared on 29a with regard to the passages 
of a mezuza, where it is elucidated in detail. 


Perek III 
Daf 34 Amud b 
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Rav Aha, son of Rava, said to Rav Ashi: The Merciful One states: 


“Upon the doorposts,” which indicates that a mezuza should be written 


on the doorposts themselves, and yet you say: Let us derive a verbal 
analogy between “writing” and “writing,” to teach that one writes it 
on parchment. Why isn’t the verse interpreted in accordance with its 
straightforward meaning? Rav Ashi said to him: The verse states: “And 
you shall write them [ukhtavtam],’ which means that it should first 
be complete writing [ketiva tamma], i.e., the full passages written 
down, and only then should one place them “upon the doorposts”4 
of the house. 


The Gemara asks: And since it is written: “And you shall write them,” 
from which it is derived that the mezuza should be written first and 
then placed on the doorpost, why do I need this verbal analogy 
between “writing” and “writing”? The Gemara explains that were it 
not for the verbal analogy, I would say that one should write the 
passages of a mezuza on a stone, and afterward affix the stone to the 
doorpost. To counter this, the verbal analogy teaches us that a mezuza 
must be written on a scroll. 


§ The mishna teaches: With regard to the four passages that are in 
the phylacteries, i.e., the two passages that are written in the mezuza 
and two additional passages (Exodus 13:1-9, 11-16), the absence of each 
prevents fulfillment of the mitzva with the others, and the absence 
of even one letter prevents fulfillment of the mitzva with the rest of 
them." The Gemara asks: Isn't it obvious that the inclusion of every 
letter is necessary? 


Rav Yehuda says that Rav says: It is necessary to state this ruling only 
to teach that even the absence of the thorn, i.e., a small stroke, of a 

letter yod" prevents fulfillment of the mitzva. The Gemara asks: But 

isn’t this also obvious, since the letter is not formed properly? Rather, 
it is necessary only according to another statement that Rav Yehuda 

says. As Rav Yehuda says that Rav says: Any letter that is not encir- 
cled with blank parchment" on all four of its sides, as its ink connects 

to the letter above it, below it, preceding it, or succeeding it, is unfit. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: With regard to the number of com- 
partments in the phylacteries of the head, the verse states: “It shall be 
for a sign upon your hand, and for totafot between your eyes” (Exodus 
13:16), with the word totafot spelled deficient, without a vav before the 
final letter, in a way that can be read as singular; and again: “They shall 
be for totafot between your eyes” (Deuteronomy 6:8), spelled as a 
singular word; and again: “They shall be for totafot' between your eyes” 
(Deuteronomy 11:18), this time spelled plene, with a vav before the 
final letter, in a manner that must be plural. There are four mentions 
of totafot here, as the third one is written in the plural and therefore 
counts as two. Consequently, it is derived that the phylacteries of 
the head must have four compartments. This is the statement of 
Rabbi Yishmael. 


NOTES 


For totafot, for totafot, for totafot — novivd nayoh novyb: 
According to the traditional text of the Torah in use today, the 
word totafot is spelled without a second vav in all three instances. 
The only difference is that the totafot in Deuteronomy 6:8 has no 
vav at all, whereas the other two have one vav near the begin- 
ning of the word. It is clear from the baraita that the tanna‘im 
possessed a different version of the biblical text in which one of 
the three instances was spelled with a second vav. This is not the 
only example of this phenomenon; there are other cases where it 
is clear that the biblical text possessed by the tanna‘im or amora'im 
differs from contemporary texts with regard to the spelling of 
certain words with or without a vav or yod. In these instances, 


he Ran is of the opinion that the spelling of Torah scrolls should 
be corrected to match the Gemara's version. Normative halakha 
ollows the Responsa of the Rashba and the Radbaz, who say 
hat the traditional texts should be maintained, as is indicated in 
ractate Soferim. 

In Sanhedrin 4b, Rashi states that in Exodus 13:16 and Deu- 
eronomy 6:8 the word totafot lacks a vav entirely, whereas in 
Deuteronomy 11:18 it has two instances of the letter vav. According 
o this explanation, the baraita follows the order of the verses. The 
Rid explains similarly, although in his version the word totafot in 
Deuteronomy 11:18 has one vav. 
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Rabbi Akiva says: There is no need for this proof, as the 
requirement of four compartments can be derived from the 
word totafot itself: The word tot in the language of Katfei means 
two, and the word pat in the language of Afriki also means two, 
and therefore totafot can be understood as a compound word 
meaning four. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: One might have thought that a 
scribe should write the passages of the phylacteries of the head 
on four separate hides, i.e., parchments, and place them in four 
compartments of four hides, one passage in each compartment. 
Therefore, the verse states: “And for a memorial between your 
eyes” (Exodus 13:9). This teaches: I said to you that the phylac- 
teries are one memorial, but not that they are two or three 
memorials, i.e., the phylacteries themselves must be one unit. 
How so? One writes the passages on four hides and places 
them in four compartments fashioned of one hide."" 


And if a scribe wrote all four of them on one hide and placed 
them in four compartments by slitting the parchment between 
each of the passages, one who dons these phylacteries has ful- 
filled his obligation. And in such a case it is necessary for there 
to be a space between each of the passages," so that each can 
be placed in a separate compartment; this is the statement of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. And the Rabbis say: It is not necessary 
for there to be a space between them. And Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
and the Rabbis agree that one places a string or a thicker band 
between each and every one of the four compartments." The 
baraita adds: And if their furrows, i.e., the lines marking the 
separation between the compartments, are not noticeable" 
from the outside, the phylacteries are unfit. 


And in such a case it is necessary for there to be a space 


In four compartments of one hide - ona yaxa 
‘INN iya: The mitzva of phylacteries requires that the 
four passages be written on four parchments, which 
are rolled up separately and inserted into four com- 
partments fashioned of one hide. If one wrote all four 
passages on a single parchment it is fit, even if there is 
no space between them, provided that there is a string 
or thread between the compartments, in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis. One should place this 
thread even if the passages were written on different 
parchments, as stated by Josafot, although this is not 
an indispensable requirement (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 2:1, 3:11; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 32:2, 38, 47, 51, and see Mishna 
Berura there). 


Their furrows marking the separation between the 
compartment are not noticeable — 33%) (%90 px: 
The furrow between each of the compartments of 
the phylacteries of the head must reach the sewn line 
between the compartments and the titora, the base 
of the phylacteries (see 35a). If it does not reach that 
far down, the phylacteries are fit, provided that the 
four compartments are clearly marked as separate 
from one another. If the furrow is not noticeable at 
all, the phylacteries are unfit, as stated in the baraita 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer 
Torah 3:1; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 32:40). 


And places them in four compartments of one hide — (yay 
‘IMs Wa DNA AYIA: Rashi explains the process of preparing 
phylacteries of the head: One takes soft hide and places it on 
a mold that has four protrusions one alongside the other. After 
wetting and drying the hide, four compartments are formed. 


Inserting the parchment into the phylacteries of the head 


between the passages - (pya NPT KAW P8: The commen- 
taries disagree as to the meaning of this statement, and they also 
disagree with regard to how Rashi explains this statement. Mos 
of the commentaries maintain that this refers to the writing o 
the passages on one parchment: According to Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi there must be a space between the passages so tha 
each of them can be inserted fully into its own compartment, 
whereas the Rabbis hold that this is not necessary, as in any 
case one will place a single hide over all of them (Rid). Others 
contend that the Rabbis agree that there must be a space, bu 
the difference is that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi rules that a large 
space is required between them, as though each of them were 
rolled up separately (Derisha; Bah). Yet others are of the opinion 
that this refers to the space between the compartments, i.e., 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says that there must be enough space 
between them so that each is clearly a separate compartment 
(Rabbeinu Simha, cited in Or Zarua; Nimmukei Yosef, Beit Yosef). 


And they agree that one places a string or thicker band 
between each and every one of the four compartments — 
nox nny 5s pa TN wi ix BIN |W pwr: Although the Rabbis 
do not require a space between the passages or between the 
compartments, they concede that one must at least place a 
string or a thread in the furrow between the compartments in 
order to separate them from one another. This thread is sewn 
onto the hide of the titora, the base of phylacteries, upon which 
the compartments rest (Sefer HaTeruma). 
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LANGUAGE 

The Distinguished [Beribbi] - *a°1a: This honorific title for 
a great person was added to the names of several Sages. 
The word is probably a contraction of the two words bar 
and rabbi, which together mean son of a Sage. It was first 
used as an honorific for Sages who were sons of Sages, 
but its meaning was later broadened to refer even to great 
scholars who did not have distinguished fathers. 
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The Sages taught in a baraita: How does a scribe write them? With 
regard to the phylacteries of the arm," he writes it on one hide. 
But if he wrote it on four separate hides and placed it in one 
compartment, one who wears it has fulfilled his obligation. And 
in such a case it is necessary to attach the four parchments, as it is 
stated: “And it shall be for a sign for you upon your arm” (Exodus 
13:9). This teaches that just as the phylacteries of the arm are one 
sign on the outside, as the compartment is fashioned from a single 
hide, so too, they must be one sign on the inside, i.e., the four 
passages must be on a single parchment. This is the statement of 
Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi Yosei says: It is not necessary to attach the 
passages. 


Rabbi Yosei says: And Rabbi Yehuda the Distinguished [Beribbi]' 
concedes to me that if one does not have phylacteries of the arm" 
but has two phylacteries of the head, that he covers one of them 
with patches ofhide, to render it like one compartment, and places 
it on his arm. The Gemara asks: How can Rabbi Yosei say that Rabbi 
Yehuda concedes to him in this case? This is the very situation in 
which their dispute applies, as they disagree over whether or not 
the passages of the phylacteries of the arm may be written on sepa- 
rate parchments. Rava said: From Rabbi Yosei’s statement one can 
infer that Rabbi Yehuda retracted his opinion and accepted Rabbi 
Yosei’s ruling. 


Rabbi Yosei said that all agree that one can convert phylacteries of 
the head into phylacteries of the arm. The Gemara asks: Is that so? 
But Rav Hananya sent the following ruling in the name of Rabbi 
Yohanan: If one has phylacteries of the arm, he can convert it to 
phylacteries of the head, but if one has phylacteries of the head, he 
cannot convert it to phylacteries of the arm, because one does not 
reduce the sanctity of an item from a level of greater sanctity of 
phylacteries of the head to a level of lesser sanctity" of phylacteries 
of the arm. 


HALAKHA 


The phylacteries of the arm - 1 by mon: The phylacteries of 
he arm have one compartment. One writes the four passages 
on one parchment, in four separate columns, and rolls it up in 
he manner of a Torah scroll from the end to the beginning, and 
hen places it in the compartment. If one writes the passages on 
our parchments and places them in a single compartment, it is 
fit. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, 
as Rabbi Yehuda concedes to his opinion. The Rema writes that 
he custom in such a case is to attach the parchments so that 
hey appear as a single parchment, and one should be careful 
o use glue that is fit, i.e., from a kosher animal. After the fact, 
he phylacteries are fit even if one does not attach the pieces 
of parchment (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza 
VeSefer Torah 2:1, 3:6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 32:2, 38, 47, and 
see Mishna Berura there). 


From a level of greater sanctity to a level of lesser 
sanctity - ap myg man mwg: Rashi explains that the 
sanctity referred to here is the name of God, as the majority 
of the letters shin, dalet, and yod, which spell a name of God, 
are found on the phylacteries of the head: The shin protrudes 
from the side of the compartment itself, and the dalet is on 
the knot at the lower back of the head. The phylacteries of the 
arm, by contrast, has only the letter yod on its knot. Others 
commentaries are puzzled by this interpretation, as these let- 
ters, which are not joined together, do not constitute an actual 


NOTES 


If one does not have phylacteries of the arm, etc. - b px 
nT bw pran: It is prohibited to convert phylacteries of the 
head into phylacteries of the arm. One may not even take a strap 
from phylacteries of the head and use it for phylacteries of the 
arm, because one does not downgrade an item from a level of 
greater sanctity to a level of lesser sanctity. The phylacteries of 
the head are considered to have greater sanctity than those 
of the arm because the majority of the letters shin, dalet, and 
yod, are on the phylacteries of the head. By contrast, one may 
convert phylacteries of the arm into phylacteries of the head. If 
the phylacteries were new and had not yet been worn, one may 
even convert phylacteries of the head into phylacteries of the 
arm, by covering them with a single hide so that they appear 
to have one compartment (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin 
UMezuza VeSefer Torah 3:17; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 42:1). 


name of God (Josafot on 35b). It is perhaps for this reason that 
Rashi suggests a different explanation: The main praise of God 
through phylacteries is the phylacteries of the head, with regard 
to which itis stated: “And all the nations of the land shall see that 
the name of the Lord is called upon you, and they will fear you” 
(Deuteronomy 28:10; see 35b). Others state that the very fact that 
the phylacteries of the head are placed on one’s head, which is a 
more dignified place on the body than one’s arm, accords them 
a greater level of sanctity (Piskei Hakid). 
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The Gemara answers: This is not difficult, as this ruling is stated 
with regard to old phylacteries, which have already been worn on 
one’s head and therefore have a greater level of sanctity, whereas that 
ruling is stated with regard to new phylacteries, which have not yet 
been used. The Gemara adds: And according to the one who says 
that designation is significant, i.e., once one designates an item for 
use in fulfilling a particular mitzva, it assumes the sanctity of an item 
used for mitzvot, this ruling is stated with regard to a case where he 
stipulated with regard to them from the outset that he may con- 
vert it from phylacteries of the head to phylacteries of the arm, and 
only in this circumstance it is permitted to convert them. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: How does one arrange the four 
passages inside the phylacteries?*"" The passage of: “Sanctify unto 
Me” (Exodus 13:1-10), and the passage of: “And it shall be when 
He shall bring you” (Exodus 13:11-16), are placed on the right; the 
passage of: “Listen, O Israel” (Deuteronomy 6:4-9), and the pas- 
sage of: “And it shall come to pass, if you shall hearken diligently” 
(Deuteronomy 11:13-21), are placed on the left. 


The Gemara asks: But isn’t it taught in a baraita that one places 
them in the opposite manner, with the first two passages on the left 
and the latter two on the right? Abaye said that it is not difficult: 
Here it means to the right of the reader, i.e., one who is standing 
opposite the one donning the phylacteries, whereas there it means 
to the right of the one who is donning the phylacteries. And in this 
manner the reader reads the passages in their order, as they appear 
in the Torah, starting with Exodus 13:1-10 to his right. 


Rav Hananel says that Rav says: If one exchanged its passages, 
i.e, placed them in a different order within the compartment, the 


ee 


phylacteries are unfit. Abaye said: We did not say this 


HALAKHA 


How does one arrange the four passages inside the phylac- 
teries — {11D 133: The order of the passages in phylacteries of 
the head, according to Rashi and the Rambam, is as follows: 
Exodus 13:1-10, in the leftmost compartment relative to the 
one donning the phylacteries; then Exodus 13:11-16; followed 
by Deuteronomy 6:4-9; and finally Deuteronomy 11:13-21, in 
the fourth compartment, which is the one farthest to his right. 
According to Rabbeinu Tam, one places Deuteronomy 11:13-21 


How does one arrange the four passages inside the phylacter- 
ies, etc. — 131] 11 18D: The geonim and the early commentaries 
disagree with regard to the meaning of this passage. According 
o Rashi and the Rambam, this order follows the order in the 
Torah, as indicated by the statement of the baraita: And in this 
manner the reader reads the passages in their order. Therefore, 
when the reader stands opposite the one donning the phylac- 
eries he reads from right to left: Exodus 131-10, Exodus 13:11-16, 
Deuteronomy 6:4-9, and Deuteronomy 11:13-21. Other com- 
mentaries reject this interpretation, claiming that if that were 
so, there would be no need for the baraita to say that these 
wo passages are to the right and those two to the left, when 
it could simply have listed them in order (Rabbeinu Tam). One 
resolution of this difficulty is that the baraita seeks to refer to the 
Our passages as two sets of two, those from Exodus and those 
rom Deuteronomy (Ya’avetz). 

According to Rabbeinu Tam and other geonim and early 
commentaries, the order is: Exodus 13:1-10, Exodus 13:11-16, 
Deuteronomy 11:13-21, and Deuteronomy 6:4-9. Rav Hai Gaon 


NOTES 


in the third compartment and Deuteronomy 6:4-9 in the fourth. 
The accepted custom is in accordance with the opinion of Rashi 
and the Rambam. A God-fearing person should wear both types, 
but only if he is renowned and famous for his piety. In recent 
generations many have adopted the custom to wear both types, 
and various practices are observed by different communities 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 3:5; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 34:1-2). 


provides a mnemonic to remember this order: The havayot, i.e., 
the passages beginning with the word vehaya, are adjacent 
to each other. The Rambam, in his responsum to the Sages of 
Lunel, writes that even those who accept this order maintain 
their opinion only with regard to the phylacteries of the head, 
but everyone agrees that the phylacteries of the arm must be 
in the order that the passages appear in the Torah (see Kesef 
Mishne on Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer 
Torah 3:6). Other early commentaries disagree with the Rambam’s 
conclusion. In addition to these two opinions, there are two other 
opinions among the early commentaries. According to one, the 
two havayot passages are in fact in the middle, but their order 
is from the right to the left of the one wearing the phylacteries, 
not the reader opposite him (Ra’avad, citing Rav Hai Gaon). Finally, 
there is the opinion of the Shimusha Rabba, an ancient text on 
scribal writing, which follows the opinion of Rashi with regard to 
the order of the passages, but holds that they are inserted from 
the right to the left of the one donning the phylacteries. 


BACKGROUND 
How does one arrange the four passages inside the 
phylacteries — 1119 4¥%3: The images illustrate the order 
of the passages in the phylacteries of the head according 
to the various opinions, shown from the side of the one 
donning the phylacteries. 


Hiari 
Lira 
Bärg 
Tiitii 


Opinion of Rashi 


Opinion of Rabbeinu Tam 


Opinion of the Ra'avad, citing Rav Hai Gaon 


Tay 
T 
Frere 


Opinion of the Shimusha Rabba 
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Perek III 
Daf 35 Amuda 


HALAKHA 

The titora of phylacteries - pont Nn: 
The requirement of a titora in phylacteries is a 
halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai. This 
means that one must cover the openings below 
the compartments with hide, as maintained by 
Rav. Some authorities rule that the compart- 
ments and the titora must be fashioned from a 
single hide (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin 
UMezuza VeSefer Torah 3:1; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 32:44, and see Beur Halakha there). 


The maebarta of phylacteries - pom xm: 

The requirement of a maebarta in phylacteries i is 
a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai. This 
means that the titora must be long on one side, 
where it contains a passageway, a maebarta, 
through which the strap passes. One should cut 
off some of the hide of the maebarta slightly on 

both sides so that it is not as wide as the titora, 
in order that the square of the titora will be con- 
spicuous (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin 

UMezuza VeSefer Torah 3:1; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 32:44). 


Shin protruding on the phylacteries — bw yw 
pan: It is a halakha transmitted to Moses from 
Sinai that the box of the phylacteries of the head 
must have an embossed letter shin on either side. 
f one forms the shin using a mold, one must push 
out the letter itself. In other words, one may not 
orm it indirectly by forming the area around a 
etter, e.g., by lowering the area around its shape, 
eaving the letter raised. The shin on the right side 
of the box has three branches, like the standard 
etter shin, while the one on the left side has four 
branches. The Shimusha Rabba rules that if one 
reversed which letter is on which side, the phylac- 
eries are fit (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin 
UMezuza VeSefer Torah 3:1; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 32:42). 


That the furrow reach the place of the stitches - 
307 Dipa? ya www: The furrow between each 
of the compartments of phylacteries of the head 
must reach the place of the stitches. If they do 
not reach all the way down, the phylacteries 
are fit, provided that it is clear from the furrow 
that there are four compartments. Likewise, the 
point of the letter shin must reach the place of 
the stitches below. The halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Abaye, as elucidated in both 
explanations of the Rosh (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 3:11, Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 32:40, 43). 
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unless it is a case where one exchanges an inner passage for an 
outer one, e.g., he placed the passage of Exodus 13:11-16 to the right 
of Exodus 13:1-10, or an outer passage for an inner one, e.g., he 
placed the passage of Deuteronomy 11:13-21 to the right of Deuter- 
onomy 6:4-9. But if one exchanges an inner passage for the other 
inner one, i.e., he exchanges Exodus 13:11-16 with Deuteronomy 
6:4-9, or an outer passage for the other outer one, i.e., he exchanges 
Exodus 13:1-10 with Deuteronomy 11:13-21, we have no problem 
with it. 


Rava said to Abaye: What is different about the cases of exchanging 
an inner passage for an outer one, and an outer passage for an 
inner one, such that the phylacteries are not fit? The reason is that 
this passage, which needs to see the air, i.e., to be placed on the 
outer side, does not see it, and that passage, which does not need 
to see the air, does see it. But in a case where one exchanges an 
outer passage for the other outer one or an inner passage for the 
other inner one, it should be unfit as well, as this passage, which 
needs to see the air of the right side, sees the air of the left side, 
and that passage, which requires to see the air of the left side, sees 
the air of the right side. Rather, there is no difference between any 
of these cases, and any change in the order renders the phylacteries 
unfit. 


§ And Rav Hananel says that Rav says: The requirement to have 
the titora" of phylacteries," i.e., the base of phylacteries upon which 
the compartments rest, is a halakha transmitted to Moses from 
Sinai. Abaye said: The requirement to have the ma’ebarta of 
phylacteries," i.e., the passageway through which the straps are 
inserted, is a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai. And Abaye 
says: The requirement to have a letter shin protruding on the phy- 
lacteries" of one’s head, which is achieved by pressing the hide into 
the shape of that letter, is a halakha transmitted to Moses from 
Sinai. 


Abaye further says: And there is a requirement that the furrow 
between each of the compartments of phylacteries of the head reach 
the place of the stitches," i.e., the titora, to which the compart- 
ments are sewn. Rav Dimi of Neharde’a says: Once it is noticeable 
that there is a furrow between each of the compartments, it is not 
necessary for them to reach all the way to the titora. 


And Abaye says: With regard to this parchment upon which one 
writes the passages of phylacteries, the scribe must examine it 
before writing, as perhaps it has a flaw, i.e., a perforation, and 
complete writing is required," and that requirement would not be 
fulfilled ifa letter were perforated. Rav Dimi of Neharde’a says: No 
prior examination is required; rather, the quill examines it as one 
writes, as any perforation which the ink covers is disregarded. 


NOTES 


Titora — Ym: According to Rashi, this refers to the lower part of 
the box of phylacteries, which looks like a wide board and serves 
as the base of the compartment in which the passages are placed. 
Rashi writes that after the parchment is folded into the compart- 
ments, which are like the fingers of a glove, one then folds over the 
hide beneath them to seal them from below. Others maintain that 


And there is a requirement that the furrow reach the place of 
the stitches — 3977 nipa Y www PWY: Some commentaries 
maintain that this refers not to the furrow between the compart- 
ments but to the shin, and is teaching that the lowest part of the 
shin must reach the stitches of the titora. The custom is to follow 
both opinions (Rosh). 


one does not use the same hide for this purpose; rather, one takes 


a thicker hide, which is folded in two and has a hole in the top half 
into which the compartments holding the passages are inserted 


(Rabbeinu Yitzhak). 
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And complete writing is required - man Mand KIYN: As stated 
on 34a, this is derived from: “And you shall write them tukhtavtam]" 
(Deuteronomy 6:9), which means that it should be complete writing 
[ketiva tamma]. This verse teaches that any letter that is not encircled 
with blank parchment on all four sides is not valid, and that there 
may not be a perforation in any letter (see 29a). 
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Rabbi Yitzhak says: The requirement that the straps of the phylac- 
teries be black" is a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai. The 

Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: One may tie phylacter- 
ies only with straps of their same type, i.e., the straps must be made 

from hide, and it does not matter whether they are green, or black, 
or white. Nevertheless, one should not make red straps, because 

this is deprecatory to him, as it looks like he has wounds on his head, 
and also due to something else, i.e., lest people suspect him of 
engaging in sexual intercourse with a menstruating woman and 

getting blood on the straps. 


The Gemara cites the continuation of that baraita. Rabbi Yehuda 
said: There was an incident involving Rabbi Akiva’s student, who 
would tie his phylacteries with strips of sky-blue wool rather than 
hide, and Rabbi Akiva did not say anything to him. Is it possible 
that that righteous man saw his student doing something improper 
and he did not object to his conduct? Another Sage said to Rabbi 
Yehuda: Yes, it is possible that the student acted improperly, as 
Rabbi Akiva did not see him, and if he had seen him, he would 
not have allowed him to do so. 


The baraita continues: There was an incident involving Hyrcanus, 
the son of Rabbi Eliezer ben Hyrcanus,” who would tie his phy- 
lacteries with strips of purple wool, and his father did not say 
anything to him. Is it possible that that righteous man saw his son 
doing something improper and he did not object to his conduct? 
‘The Sages said to him: Yes, it is possible that his son acted improp- 
erly, as Rabbi Eliezer did not see him, and if he had seen him, he 
would not have allowed him to do so. This concludes the baraita. 


The Gemara explains the objection from the baraita: In any event, 
the baraita teaches that it does not matter whether the straps are 
green, or black, or white, whereas Rabbi Yitzhak maintains that it 
is a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai that the straps of the 
phylacteries must be black. The Gemara answers that it is not dif- 
ficult. Here, the baraita is referring to the inside of the straps, which 
touch the body. These may be any color other than red. Conversely, 
there, when Rabbi Yitzhak says that the straps of the phylacteries 
must be black, he is speaking of the outside of the straps. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: If the baraita is discussing the inside 
of the straps, what deprecatory matter or problem of something 
else is there with straps that are red on the inside? After all, this side 
is not seen. The Gemara answers: Sometimes his straps become 
reversed, and therefore these concerns are applicable. 


HALAKHA 


The requirement that the straps of the phylacteries be 
black, etc. — "a1 nivinw niys: It is a halakha transmitted to 
Moses from Sinai that the straps of phylacteries must be painted 
black on the side facing outward. On the side facing inward they 
may be any color one chooses, except for red, lest the straps 
be turned around, in which case people might say that they 
were stained from the blood of a wound. Likewise, the hide of 
the compartments should be black. Some say this is based on 


Rabbi Eliezer ben Hyrcanus - bip {a qww 931: Also called 
Rabbi Eliezer the Great, Rabbi Eliezer ben Hyrcanus lived during 
he period of the destruction of the Second Temple. Rabbi Eliezer 
was the son of a wealthy family that traced its lineage to Moses. 
He began to study Torah only at the age of twenty, when he went 
o Jerusalem to study under Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai. Rab- 
ban Yohanan ben Zakkai had great esteem for Rabbi Eliezer and 
considered him the greatest of his disciples, so much so that he 
claimed he was equal to all the Sages of the Jewish people. Rab- 
ban Yohanan ben Zakkai further described him as a plastered well 
hat does not lose a drop, as his learning was based mostly on the 


PERSONALITIES 


the general requirement that items used for a mitzva must be 
beautiful, as derived from the verse: “This is my God and | will 
beautify Him” (Exodus 15:2), which is interpreted to mean that 
one should beautify himself before God in the performance of 
mitzvot. Others maintain that there is a specific halakha that 
the compartments must be black (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 3:14; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
33:3, and see Mishna Berura there). 


raditions he received from his teacher. His approach differed from 
his teacher in that he tended to agree with the opinions of Beit 
Shammai. Rabbi Eliezer began to teach Torah before the destruc- 
ion of the Temple and was among Rabban Yohanan's students 
who joined him in founding the great yeshiva in Yavne after that 
ragedy. He married Ima Shalom, the sister of the Nasi, Rabban 
Gamliel of Yavne. In the wake of a fundamental dispute between 
Rabbi Eliezer and the other Sages with regard to the process of 
halakhic decision-making, Rabban Gamliel excommunicated 
Rabbi Eliezer (see Bava Metzia 59 a-b). 
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BACKGROUND 
The requirement that phylacteries be square — pyan 
niyan: This image shows the square shape of the compart- 
ments, stitching, and titora, apart from the maebarta. 


Phylacteries of the head 


One who fashions his phylacteries in a round shape — 
nay inyon mwiym: As indicated by the statements of the 
early commentaries, the requirement that phylacteries be 
square was not observed in all places with regard to the phy- 
lacteries of the arm (see Josafot with regard to the phylacteries 
of the head). Proof of this can be seen from this rendition of 
phylacteries found in the Cairo Geniza. 


Depiction of rounded phylacteries found in the Cairo Geniza 
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It is taught in a baraita: The requirement that phylacteries be 
square" is a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai." Rav Pappa 
says about this halakha: Square means along their seams and their 
diagonals, i.e., they must be perfectly square where the compart- 
ments are sewn to the titora. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that a mishna supports this opin- 
ion (Megilla 24b): One who fashions his phylacteries in a round 
shape* exposes himself to danger, and it does not enable him to 
fulfill the mitzva of phylacteries. Rav Pappa said: This is no support, 
as one can say that the mishna is referring to phylacteries that are 
fashioned like a nut, i.e., their underside is rounded, and therefore 
there is a danger that if he strikes his head on a wall the underside 
will press into his head and injure him. By contrast, if the underside 
is flat one might have thought that it is fit despite the fact that it is 
not square. Therefore, the baraita teaches that phylacteries must be 
square. 


§ Rav Huna says: With regard to phylacteries of the head, as long 
as the surface of outer hide is intact," i.e., it is not torn, they are fit, 
even if the hide between the compartments has torn. Rav Hisda 
says: If two of the walls between the compartments tore, such 
phylacteries are fit, but if three of these inner walls tore, they are 


unfit. 


The requirement that phylacteries be square — pron 
niyan: It is a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai that 
both the phylacteries of the arm and the phylacteries of the 
head must be square. This means along their seams and their 
diagonals, as stated by Rav Pappa, i.e., the ratio between all 
the sides and the diagonal should be constant. This halakha 
applies both to the base of the phylacteries as well as to the 
box that sits on the base. They do not need to be a perfect 
cube, and therefore the height of the box need not be the 
same dimension as its length and width (Rema, citing Ram- 
bam). Some say that in a case where the phylacteries were 
originally square, if they become damaged and are no longer 
square, they must be repaired (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 3:1; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
33:3). 


One who fashions his phylacteries in a round shape - 
my inyon mip: One who fashions his phylacteries in a 
round shape like a nut does not fulfill the mitzva at all (Ram- 
bam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 4:3). 


As long as the surface of outer hide is intact — 25w pa} bs 
nap sba: In a case where the hide of two adjacent com- 
partments of the phylacteries of the head became torn, if the 
compartments are old then the phylacteries are unfit. If they 
are new, then they remain fit provided that the hide of the seat 
of the compartments, and the external hide (Rema), are intact. 
What are considered new phylacteries? They are considered 
new in any case where if one were to pull them by the straps 


That phylacteries be square is a halakha transmitted to 
Moses from Sinai - »»pa Avidd mba niyan phan: Some 
commentaries explain that Rav Pappa’s statement, that 
square means along their seams and their diagonals, serves 
to explain the baraita, i.e., the square that is a halakha trans- 
mitted to Moses from Sinai is the one along the seams and 
diagonals. Accordingly, the compartments themselves need 
not be square. See Josafot and the Mordekhai, who cite a 
custom to fashion the tops of phylacteries of the arm circular. 


HALAKHA 


NOTES 


the compartment would stretch and open; if it does not open, 
the phylacteries are classified as old. The Rema adds that there 
is an opinion that disqualifies the phylacteries in the case of 
new ones and deems old ones fit (Rashi; Rosh), and therefore 
one should act stringently in accordance with both opinions. 
If two compartments that are not adjacent to another become 
torn, the phylacteries are fit even if they are old. If three com- 
partments become torn, then the phylacteries are unfit. 

The Shulhan Arukh further writes: In a case where the 
stitches of phylacteries opened, if these are two stitches 
alongside one another, or three stitches even if they are not 
alongside one another, the phylacteries are unfit. In what case 
is this statement said? In a case of old phylacteries. New ones 
remain fit, provided that the base of the phylacteries is intact, 
in accordance with the opinion of the Rif and the Rambam. 
With regard to the definition of new and old in this context, 
if one were to hold part of the hide whose stitches tore and 
hang the phylacteries on it and it is strong enough to bear 
the weight, these phylacteries are considered new. If one can- 
not hang the phylacteries in this manner, as the hide would 
split, the phylacteries are old. Some authorities maintain the 
opposite, that new phylacteries are unfit whereas old ones are 
fit (Rashi; Rosh), in accordance with the standard version of the 
text of the Gemara. One should therefore be stringent in accor- 
dance with both opinions (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin 
UMezuza VeSefer Torah 3:18; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 33:1-2). 


Others maintain that the tanna of the baraita is referring to 
the compartments themselves, and Rav Pappa is adding that 
the stitching which links the compartments to the titora must 
also be square, e.g., one must not stretch the threads so tight 
that the hide on one side shrinks (Rashi; see Rosh and Shita 
Mekubbetzet, citing Rashi). The Rosh further states that the 
titora itself must be square, and for that reason one cuts some 
of the hide on the sides of the maebarta. 
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Rava said: Concerning that which you said, that if two of the 
walls between the compartments tore they are fit, we said this 
only if the inner walls that tore are not aligned with each other," 
i.e., they are not adjacent to one another. But if the torn walls 
are aligned with each other, the phylacteries are unfit. And 
furthermore, even in a case where the torn walls are aligned with 
each other, we said that they are unfit only with regard to new 
phylacteries," as the hide is certainly defective. But with regard 
to old phylacteries, we have no problem with it, as they tore due 
to aging. 


Abaye said to Rav Yosef: What are the circumstances of new 
phylacteries, and what are the circumstances of old phylacteries? 
Rav Yosef said to him: In any case where if one holds the hide 
and pulls it, it returns to its place [haleim],' these phylacteries 
are considered old; and in the other case, where hide that was 
pulled does not return to its place, they are considered new. 


NOTES 


If the inner walls that tore are not aligned with each other — 
TTD xow mt: An example of this is if there is a tear in the first 
and third compartments while the second remains intact. The 

case where the torn walls are aligned with each other is when 

the tear is found in adjacent walls, such as the first and second 

compartments. Rashi cites an alternative, far more lenient 

interpretation, that the phrase: Not aligned with each other, 
applies even if the walls are adjacent, but the perforations are 

not exactly opposite one another. 


We said that they are unfit only with regard to new phy- 
lacteries — ^3) Kopna xx max xd: Some commentaries 


explain that it is only in the case of new phylacteries that it 
is unseemly for them to be torn or have holes, whereas this 
is expected in old ones due to regular wear and tear (Shita 
Mekubbetzet). Others explain that in new ones, where the 
shape of the hide has not yet settled, there is more of a con- 
cern that they might come apart and the parchments might 
fall out, whereas in old ones the compartments have already 
strengthened (Rid). There is an alternative version of the text, 
according to which old phylacteries are unfit, as the tear is likely 
to extend (Rif; Nimmukei Yosef), which is less likely in the case 
of new ones (see Rambam). 
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Alternatively, in any case where if the phylacteries are hanging 
by the strap the compartment follows the strap, i.e., it remains 
attached, these phylacteries are considered new; and in the other 
case, where the phylacteries would fall off, they are considered 


old. 


Q The Gemara relates: Abaye was sitting before Rav Yosef when 
the strap of his phylacteries tore." Abaye said to Rav Yosef: 
What is the halakha as to whether one may tie the strap? 
Rav Yosef said to him: It is written with regard to phylacteries: 
“And you shall bind them [ukshartam] for a sign upon your arm” 
(Deuteronomy 6:8), which teaches that the binding must be 
complete [keshira tamma], whole and beautiful, and that would 
not be the case with a makeshift knot. 


HALAKHA 


The strap of his phylacteries tore, etc. — myx] mb Poy 
3) ont: If the strap of one’s phylacteries tore within the 
requisite measure, one should not tie it. If one did tie it, it is 
unfit. Likewise, one should not sew the strap, and if one did so, 
it is unfit. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rav 
Yosef and Rav Ashi, following Rashi’s explanation that Rav Ashi's 
answer was meant as a stringency. Some permit one to sew 


the strap on the inside in such a manner that the stitches can- 
not be seen, but only with sinews, not threads (based on the 
opinion of Rabbeinu Tam). The Beit Yosef rules that in exigent 
circumstances one may rely on the lenient opinion, in order 
to avoid neglecting the mitzva of phylacteries (Rambam Sefer 
Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 3:19; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 33:5). 


LANGUAGE 

To its place [haleim] - wn: The meaning of this Aramaic 
term, both here and elsewhere, is attachment, i.e., an object 
that is attached or adhered to another. This word is ascribed 
by some linguists to the root heh, lamed, mem, which is found 
in rabbinic usage, as well as in Arabic, Mandaic, and modern 
Hebrew, e.g., when one says that the crown suits [holem] 
the man. 
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HALAKHA 


The remnants of straps — miyayy ngit: The remnants of 
straps that have been reduced to less than the requisite 
measure are unfit. The halakha is not in accordance with 
the opinion of Rav Pappa (Kesef Mishne). Nevertheless, 
if one does not have other phylacteries, he should don 
these without reciting a blessing (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 3:19; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 33:5). 


How much is their measure - mny’ maa: The length 
of the straps of phylacteries of the arm must be enough 
for one to wrap and bind them around one's arm and to 
stretch them to the middle finger so that they can be 
wrapped around that finger three times and then tied. The 
universal custom is to wrap the straps six or seven times 
around one’s arm. This ruling follows the interpretation 
of the majority of the commentaries that the Gemara is 
referring to the phylacteries of the arm, that the tzereda 
is the middle finger, and that the mention of plaiting the 
straps together is referring to the wrapping around the 
finger. If needed, one may recite a blessing even if the strap 
is only two handbreadths long, in accordance with Rashi’s 
explanation, following the opinion of the Sefer Yere’im that 
according to Rashi the Gemara is referring to the phylacter- 
ies of the arm as well (Artzot HaHayyim). 

The straps of the phylacteries of the head must be long 
enough for them to hang down in front of the wearer and 
reach his navel, or slightly higher. Some say that the strap 
on one's right side should reach his navel while the strap 
on his left should reach his heart. These lengths are not 
indispensable, although some claim that they must hang 
down in front of him at least a little (Magen Avraham). 
Some maintain that they must hang down at least two 
handbreadths, which is until the index finger in accor- 
dance with the straight measure, as explained by Rashi 
(Artzot HaHayyim). If they do not reach that far, one should 
don the phylacteries without reciting a blessing. 

The width of the straps should be at least the length of 
a barley kernel. Ifthe straps are wider or narrower than that, 
they are fit, but if they are narrower than the length of a 
wheat kernel one may not recite the blessing when don- 
ning them (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza 
VeSefer Torah 3:12; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 27:8, 11). 
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Rav Aha, son of Rav Yosef, said to Rav Ashi: What is the halakha 
as to whether one may sew a strap that tore and insert the stitching 
inside, so that it is not visible from the outside? Rav Ashi said to 
him: Go out and see what the people are doing." If the common 
custom is to do this, it is permitted. 


Rav Pappa says: The remnants of straps," i.e., what remains when 
part of the strap has been cut off, are fit. The Gemara comments: 
And it is not so, as can be derived from the fact that the sons of 
Rabbi Hiyya say: The remnants of the sky-blue wool of ritual 
fringes, when only a small thread remains, and likewise the rem- 
nants of the hyssop, used for the sprinkling of the purification water 
of the red heifer, are fit. They did not include the remnants of straps 
of phylacteries in this halakha. The reason for this difference is 
that it is there that the remnants are fit, as they are mere articles 
used in the performance of a mitzva; but here, phylacteries are 
articles of sanctity," which are of greater sanctity, and therefore 
their remnants are not fit. 


The Gemara states: From this line of inquiry one can conclude by 
inference that the straps of phylacteries have a minimum requisite 
measure. And how much is their measure?" Rami bar Hama says 
that Reish Lakish says: It is until the index finger." In explanation 
of this size, Rav Kahana would demonstrate a bowed measure, i.e., 
from the tip of the middle finger until the tip of the index finger, with 
the fingers spread. Rav Ashi would demonstrate a straight measure, 
from the tip of the thumb until the tip of the index finger, with the 
fingers spread. 


The Gemara relates: Rabba would tie the straps and release them 
and let them fall behind him. Rav Aha bar Ya’akov would tie them 
and plait them together" like a braid. Mar, son of Rabbana, would 
act like we do, i.e., he would let the straps fall and hang over the 
front of his body. 


NOTES 


Go out and see what the people are doing - kay ma'n pia 
5131: Rashi explains that it is not customary for people to sew 
the straps. Others maintain, based on other instances where the 
Sages use this expression, that it indicates a leniency, i.e., people 
have the custom to sew them (Rabbeinu Tam). Some early com- 
mentaries note that it can be inferred from the Jerusalem Talmud 
(Megilla 1:1) that it is permitted to sew the straps. 


Articles used in the performance of a mitzva...articles of 
sanctity — TWIP wnawn... mya nmw: Examples of articles 
used in the performance of a mitzva include a shofar and a 
lulav. Examples of articles of sanctity include the cases used for 
storing Torah scrolls and the straps of phylacteries. These are 
considered sacred due to the words of Torah or the name of 
God they contain. The main difference between articles used in 
the performance of a mitzva and articles of sanctity is that once 
the mitzva for which an article used for the performance of a 
mitzva has been completed, e.g., a lulav after Sukkot, they do not 
retain any sanctity, whereas articles of sanctity possess inherent 
sanctity, which does not lapse even after use. Consequently, such 
articles must be stored away or interred in a respectful manner 
(see Megilla 26b). 


How much is their measure. . .until the index finger [tzereda] - 
ATW YAY TW..A TW maa: Rashi explains that the Gemara 
here is referring to the length of the straps of the phylacteries 
of the head after the knot has been tied. Some maintain that 
the same applies to the phylacteries of the arm (Sefer Yere’im). 
According to this explanation, tzerada is referring to the finger 
closest to the thumb. If so, when the Gemara proceeds to refer 
to a straight measure, it means the distance between the tip of 


he thumb and the tip of the index finger, whereas the bowed 
measure, which is shorter than the straight measure, is the dis- 
ance between the tip of the middle finger and the tip of the 
index finger. Alternatively, bowed means from the base of the 
humb to the tip of the index finger when they are adjacent to 
one another, while a straight measure means from the base of 
he thumb to the tip of the index finger when they are spread 
(Arukh). 

Most commentaries contend that the Gemara is referring 
o the phylacteries of the arm, and that the tzereda finger is 
he middle finger, which is called by this name because it is 
he main rival [tzara] of the thumb, i.e., the one used with the 
humb to snap one's fingers (see Yoma 19b). According to this 
interpretation, the Gemara is saying that the length of the strap 
of the phylacteries of the arm must reach the tip of that finger, 
and the matter discussed immediately afterward is whether it 
must reach the tip of the middle finger when it is bent or straight 
(see Tosafot, citing Arukh and Rabbi Elazar HaKalir). 


Would tie them and plait them together - anh monn any wp: 
According to some commentaries, this is referring to the straps 
of the phylacteries of the head. After binding them, Rav Aha bar 
Ya'akov would plait them like a braid, rather than placing them 
behind him like Rabba (Rashi). Others explain that he would 
wrap them two or three times around his head (Sefer Halttur), 
and yet others add that this was necessary due to the great 
length of the straps (Nimmukei Yosef). According to other early 
commentaries, who interpret this discussion in reference to the 
phylacteries of the arm, Rav Aha bar Ya'akov would tie the strap 
on his finger, and the reference to plaiting means that he would 
wrap it around his finger three times (see Rambam and Rosh). 
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Rav Yehuda, son of Rav Shmuel bar Sheilat, says in the name of 
Rav: The form of the knot of phylacteries,™ i.e., that there must be 

the form ofa letter dalet in the knot of the phylacteries of the head 

and the letter yod in the knot of the phylacteries of the arm, is a 

halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai. Rav Nahman says: And 

their decorative side, the black side of the knot where the shape of 
the letter is visible, must face outward.™ The Gemara relates: Rav 
Ashi was sitting before Mar Zutra when the strap of his phylacter- 
ies became reversed. Mar Zutra said to him: Doesn't the Master 

hold in accordance with the ruling that their decorative side must 

face outward? Rav Ashi said to him: It did not enter my mind, i.e., 
I did not notice. 


With regard to the verse: “And all the nations of the land shall see 
that the name of the Lord is called upon you, and they shall be 
afraid of you” (Deuteronomy 28:10), it is taught in a baraita that 
Rabbi Eliezer the Great says: This is a reference to the phylacteries 
of the head," upon which the name of God is written, as they dem- 
onstrate to all that the name of God is called upon the Jewish people. 
With regard to the statement of God to Moses: “And I will remove 
My hand, and you will see My back” (Exodus 33:23), Rav Hana 
bar Bizna says that Rabbi Shimon Hasida says: This teaches that 
the Holy One, Blessed be He, showed Moses the knot of the 
phylacteries of the head." 


Rav Yehuda says: The knot of phylacteries must be above, i.e., it 
must rest on the head rather than on the neck, in order that the 
Jewish people should be above and not below. And likewise it 
must be placed toward the front [panim],"" i.e., not on the sides 
of the head, in order that the Jewish people should be in front 
[lefanim] and not behind. 


HALAKHA 


Knot of phylacteries — pyan bw wy: It is a halakha transmitted to 

oses from Sinai that one must tie the strap of the phylacteries of 
he head in a square manner so that it has the appearance of the 
etter dalet. Some tie it in the form of a letter mem, but this is not 
he correct manner (Mishna Berura). The knot of the phylacteries of 
he arm should be tied like a letter yod, so that together with the 
wo letters on the phylacteries of the head it spells Shaddai, which 
is a name of God. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rav (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 3:1, 
13; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 32:52). 


And their decorative side must face outward — ab min: 
The part of the knot of the phylacteries of the head that has the 
appearance of the letter dalet should face outward. Likewise, one 
should take care that the knot of the phylacteries of the arm not 


And their decorative side must face outward - ab in: The 
context indicates that this is referring to the decorative side of 
he knot, i.e., the side on which the letter dalet is visible, as on the 
other side one sees the knot itself (Rashi’s first explanation). In 
ractate Eiruvin (97a) Rashi states that this also refers to the shin 
on the phylacteries of the head. Other commentaries maintain 
hat the term: Their decorative side, indicates that the Gemara is 
referring to the straps in general, the topic of the discussion from 
he outset. If so, the reference is to the smooth, black side of the 
straps (Rashi’s second explanation). This can also be inferred from 
he incident involving Rav Ashi, which is recorded immediately 
afterward (Rosh). 


This is a reference to the phylacteries of the head - pon by 
wra: Two of the three letters of one of the names of God, Shad- 
dai, is found on the phylacteries of the head: The shin is on the 
compartments, and the dalet is in the form of the knot (Rashi). 
Others explain that this derivation is based on the phrase “And all 


NOTES 


be turned around (Mordekhai). The black side of the straps should 
face outward, in both the phylacteries of the head and the phy- 
lacteries of the arm. This ruling follows both explanations of Rashi. 
This halakha applies only to the parts of the strap that encircle the 
head and the biceps; nonetheless, for ornamental reasons all areas 
of the strap that face outward should be black (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 27:10-11 and Mishna Berura there). 


Toward the front - 09 rap: The knot behind one's head should 
be placed at the end of the back of the skull. It should be above 
the indentation in the neck ab initio, but in any case not below 
the bottom of the hairline. Furthermore, the knot should be posi- 
tioned in the middle of the head, not to either side (Rambam Sefer 
Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 4:1; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 27:10). 


the nations of the land shall see,’ as the phylacteries of the head 
are clearly visible to all (Josafot). 


This teaches that the Holy One Blessed be He showed Moses 
the knot of the phylacteries of the head - witpat b gaai swan 
pan by wp nwo KIT a: Some commentaries explain that 
God showed Moses how to tie the knot of the phylacteries, just 
as He showed him the plan of the Tabernacle and its vessels (Rav 
Hai Gaon). According to the Rambam in the Guide of the Perplexed, 
the knot of the phylacteries represents the nature of God's con- 
nection with the world and His guidance of it, and that is what was 
revealed to Moses (Midrash Shlomo). 


Toward the front [panim] - 033 rap: According to Rashi’s second 
interpretation, this should be read as penim, i.e., inward, and the 
letter dalet should be toward the outside. Others maintain that this 
refers to the knot of the phylacteries of the arm, which, like the 
phylacteries themselves (see 37b), must be on the upper arm and 
directed inward toward the heart (Rosh; see Beit Yosef). 


BACKGROUND 
Knot of phylacteries — pon by wp: 


Phylacteries of the head, with knot in the shape of a dalet 


Phylacteries of the arm, with knot in the shape of a yod 
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HALAKHA 


From the time of donning the phylacteries - nywa 
mma: In general, one should recite the blessing over the 
performance of a mitzva prior to, but as close as possible 
o, its performance. Consequently, one should recite the 
blessing over the phylacteries of the arm after placing them 
on the biceps but before binding them, as the binding is 
considered the performance of the mitzva. Likewise with 
regard to the phylacteries of the head, one should recite the 
blessing after donning them but before tightening them 
on his head (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza 
VeSefer Torah 4:7; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 25:8, and in 
he comment of Rema). 


Perek III 
Daf 36 Amuda 


NOTES 


If one did not speak he recites one blessing, if he spoke 
he recites two blessings - 7723/2 Nb anx qan ND x 
Dnw: Rashi explains that if one did not speak, he fulfills 
his obligation through the blessing he recited when don- 
ning the phylacteries of the arm, which concludes: To don 
phylacteries. When Rabbi Yohanan says that one recites 
he blessing that concludes: Concerning the mitzva of 
phylacteries, when donning the phylacteries of the head, 
he was referring to one who spoke after donning the 
phylacteries of the arm (see She’iltot deRav Ahai Gaon and 
Rif). Other early commentaries raise many difficulties with 
his interpretation, including the problematic idea that the 
Sages instituted a blessing for one who committed a sin 
(see Mordekhai and commentary attributed to Rashba). 
Another explanation is that if one did not speak, he recites 
only one extra blessing when donning the phylacteries 
of the head, as stated by Rabbi Yohanan, and if he spoke, 
hen he recites two blessings when donning the phylacter- 
ies of the head, both the blessing that concludes with: To 
don phylacteries, and the blessing that concludes with: 
Concerning the mitzva of phylacteries (Halakhot Gedolot; 
Rav Amram; Rabbeinu Tam). 


He has a sin — ita K1 PAY: According to Rashi, this refers 
o one who spoke between donning the phylacteries of 
he arm and those of the head; he is considered to have 
sinned if he does not subsequently recite a blessing for the 
phylacteries of the head. Many commentaries challenge 
Rashi’s interpretation. One commentary contends that the 
sin is the unnecessary extra blessing he must recite, since 
had he not spoken he would have had to recite only one 
blessing (Tosefot HaRosh on Sota 47b). The Rambam indi- 
cates that the act of speaking between the donning of the 
wo phylacteries is itself a sin. This is in accordance with the 
explanation of the Ran, which is as follows: Since the verse 
connects the two phylacteries, as it states: “And it shall be 
or a sign upon your hand and for frontlets between your 
eyes” (Exodus 13:16), the phylacteries of the head must be 
donned immediately after those of the arm without any 
interruption (Meiri on Rosh HaShana 35a). 
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§ Rav Shmuel bar Bideri says that Rav says, and some say that 
Rabbi Aha Arikha, i.e., Rabbi Aha the Tall, says that Rav Huna says, 
and some say that Rav Menashya says that Shmuel says: With 
regard to phylacteries, from when does one recite a blessing over 
them? From the time when one dons them on the arm and onward. 
The Gemara raises a difficulty: Is that so? But doesn’t Rav Yehuda 
say that Shmuel says: With regard to all the mitzvot, one recites 
a blessing over them prior to their performance? How, then, can 
one recite a blessing over phylacteries after donning them? Abaye 
and Rava both say: One recites the blessing from the time of 
donning the phylacteries" until the time of binding them, as the 
binding constitutes the performance of the mitzva. 


§ Rav Hisda says: If one spoke between donning the phylacteries 
of the arm and the phylacteries of the head, he must recite the 
blessing again when donning the phylacteries of the head. 


The Gemara notes: One can infer that if he spoke, yes, he must 
recite a blessing when donning the phylacteries of the head, but if 
he did not speak, he does not recite a blessing. The Gemara chal- 
lenges this: But Rav Hiyya, son of Rav Huna, sent a ruling in the 
name of Rabbi Yohanan: On the phylacteries of the arm one says 
the blessing: Blessed are You, Lord our God, King of the Universe, 
Who has sanctified us through His mitzvot and commanded us 
to don phylacteries. On the phylacteries of the head" one says the 
blessing: Blessed are You, Lord our God, King of the Universe, 
Who has sanctified us through His mitzvot and commanded us 
concerning the mitzva of phylacteries. This indicates that one 
always recites a blessing when donning the phylacteries of the head. 


Abaye and Rava both say, to resolve this apparent contradiction: 
Rabbi Yohanan meant that if one did not speak, he recites one 
blessing; if he spoke, he recites two blessings," when donning the 
phylacteries of the head as well as when donning the phylacteries 
of the arm. 


Concerning this, it is taught in a baraita: If one spoke between 
donning the phylacteries of the arm and the phylacteries of the 
head," he has a sin," and due to that sin he returns from the ranks 
of soldiers waging war. This is referring to the preparation for war, 
when the officers announce: “What man is there who is fearful and 
fainthearted? Let him go and return to his house” (Deuteronomy 
20:8). The Sages explained that this is referring to one who is fearful 
due to his transgressions. 


HALAKHA 


On the phylacteries of the arm...on the phylacteries of the 
head - wes bw ppan by.» bw riven by: When donning phy- 
acteries of the arm one recites the blessing: Blessed are you, 
he Lord, our God, King of the Universe, Who has sanctified us 
hrough His mitzvot and commanded us to don phylacteries. 
One does not recite a blessing when donning phylacteries of the 
ead. The Rema writes: There is an opinion that when donning 
phylacteries of the head one recites the blessing that concludes 
with: Concerning the mitzva of phylacteries (Rabbeinu Tam; 
Rosh), and this is the accepted custom in the lands of Ashkenaz. 
Since there is a concern here of possibly reciting an unnecessary 
blessing, one should recite following the second blessing, after 
ightening the phylacteries, the formula: Blessed be the name of 
His glorious kingdom forever and all time (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 4:4; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 


If one spoke between donning the phylacteries of the arm 
and the phylacteries of the head — npon avon pano: It is 
prohibited for one to speak between donning the phylacteries 
of the arm and the phylacteries of the head. One may not even 
reply to a greeting from his teacher, or say the responses during 
the communal prayers of kaddish or kedusha. Rather, he should 
be silent during these parts of the prayer and listen with the 
appropriate intention. If he did speak, he has sinned, and he 
must recite a second blessing, which concludes with: Concern- 
ing the mitzva of phylacteries, and then don the phylacteries of 
the head. According to the Ashkenazic custom that one always 
recites two blessings, if one did speak he is required to recite two 
blessings when donning the phylacteries of the head (Rambam 
Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 4:6; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 25:9—-10, and in the comment of Rema). 


Hayyim 25:5, and in the comment of Rema). 
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It is further taught in a baraita: When one dons phylacteries, he 
first dons the phylacteries of the arm and afterward dons the 
phylacteries of the head. And when he removes his phylacteries," 
he first removes the phylacteries of the head and afterward 
removes the phylacteries of the arm. The Gemara asks: Granted, 
the ruling that when one dons phylacteries he first dons the phy- 
lacteries of the arm and afterward dons the phylacteries of the 
head is understood, as it is first written: “And you shall bind 
them for a sign upon your arm,’ and then it is written: “And they 
shall be for frontlets between your eyes” (Deuteronomy 6:8). 


But from where do we derive the halakha that when he removes 
his phylacteries, he first removes the phylacteries of the head and 
afterward he removes the phylacteries of the arm? Rabba said 
in explanation: Rav Huna explained to me the source of this 
halakha. The verse states: “And you shall bind them for a sign 


upon your arm and they shall be for frontlets between your eyes,” 


and it is derived from here: As long as the phylacteries of the 
head are between your eyes, the number of phylacteries you are 
wearing shall be two. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: With regard to phylacteries, from 
when does one recite a blessing over them? From when the time 
arrives to don them. How so? If one is rising early to leave his 
home to travel on the road" and is afraid lest his phylacteries 
become lost during the journey, he dons them even at night, 
despite the fact that this is not the proper time for the mitzva of 
phylacteries. And when the time for their mitzva arrives, in the 
morning, he touches them and recites a blessing over them. 


And until when does one wear them?" Until the sun sets. Rabbi 

Ya’akov says: Until traffic in the marketplace ceases. And the 

Rabbis say: Until the time of sleep. And the Rabbis concede to 

Rabbi Ya’akov that if one removed them to go out to the bath- 
room or to enter the bathhouse and the sun set, one does not 

don them again. 


Rav Nahman says: The halakha is in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Ya’akov. The Gemara likewise relates that Rav Hisda 
and Rabba bar Rav Huna would pray in the evening, i.e., the 
evening service, with phylacteries. Some say that Rav Nahman 
ruled that the halakha is not in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Ya’akov but in accordance with the opinion of the first 
tanna that the mitzva of phylacteries ends at sunset. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: But Rav Hisda and Rabba bar Rav 
Huna would pray in the evening with phylacteries. The Gemara 
explains: That opinion represented in this incident disagrees with 
the ruling of Rav Nahman. 


The Gemara asks: And did Rabba bar Rav Huna actually say this, 
that the mitzva of phylacteries applies at night? But doesn’t Rabba 

bar Rav Huna say: If it is uncertain whether it is nightfall or 
whether it is not nightfall, one neither removes his phylacteries, 
as it is not yet definitely night, nor dons them ab initio. This indi- 
cates that if it is definitely nightfall, one removes his phylacteries. 
The Gemara answers: Rabba bar Rav Huna’s ruling there was 

stated with regard to Shabbat eve, as one may not don phylacter- 
ies on Shabbat, when the mitzva does not apply. 


abara P- MENAHOT ` PEREK III: 36B 


HALAKHA 


And when he removes his phylacteries - Kinwa 
yhin: When one dons phylacteries, he first dons 
the phylacteries of the arm and then the phylacter- 
ies of the head. When removing his phylacteries, 
he removes the phylacteries of the head and then 
removes the phylacteries of the arm, as stated in 
the baraita (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin 
UMezuza VeSefer Torah 4:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 25:5, 28:2). 


If one is rising early to leave his home to travel 
on the road - 1117 mex mawa my: The time for 
donning phylacteries in the morning is from when 
one can discern an individual with whom he is 
somewhat familiar at a distance of four cubits (see 
Berakhot 9b). If one wishes to set out on a journey 
before this time, he may don his phylacteries, and 
when the time for the mitzva arrives he should 
touch them and recite the blessing (Rambam Sefer 
Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 4:10; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 30, 3). 


And until when does one wear them - ‘2 721 
Man: It is prohibited to don phylacteries at night, 
from sunset onward. Some rule that this applies 
from the emergence of the stars (Magen Avraham). 
If one had not donned phylacteries that day, he 
should don them at twilight, which is after sunset 
and before the emergence of three stars, without 
reciting a blessing (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 4:10; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 30:2, and see Mishna Berura there). 
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The Gemara raises a difficulty with regard to this answer: What does 

Rabba bar Rav Huna hold? If he holds that night is a time when 

one performs the mitzva of wearing phylacteries, then Shabbat 
is also a time when one performs the mitzva of wearing phylacter- 
ies. If he holds that Shabbat is not a time when one performs the 

mitzva of wearing phylacteries, then night is also not a time when 

one performs the mitzva of wearing phylacteries. The reason for 
this statement is that from the source where Shabbat is excluded 

from the mitzva of phylacteries, nights are excluded from there as 

well. 


As it is taught in a baraita with regard to the end of the passage of 
the Torah that discusses both the mitzvot of the Paschal offering 
and phylacteries: “And you shall observe this ordinance in its 
season from year [miyamim] to year” (Exodus 13:10). This indi- 
cates that these mitzvot apply during the days [yamim] but not 
during the nights. Furthermore, the letter mem, meaning from, in 
the term: “From year [miyamim],” teaches: These mitzvot apply 
on some days, but not on all days. This excludes Shabbatot and 
Festivals," on which phylacteries are not worn. This is the state- 
ment of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili. Rabbi Akiva says: This verse, men- 
tioning an ordinance, is stated only with regard to the Paschal 
offering, and it is not referring to phylacteries at all. Evidently, Rabbi 
Yosei HaGelili, who says that at night one is exempt from the obliga- 
tion of donning phylacteries, says that on Shabbat one is exempt as 
well. 


The Gemara answers: Rabba bar Rav Huna derives the exemption 
from the obligation to don phylacteries on Shabbat from a different 
source, the source where Rabbi Akiva derives it from, as it is 
taught in a baraita that Rabbi Akiva says: One might have thought 
that a person should don phylacteries on Shabbatot and Festivals. 
To counter this, the verse states: “And it shall be for a sign for you 
on your arm, and for a remembrance between your eyes, so that 
God’s law shall be in your mouth; for with a strong arm God brought 
you out of Egypt” (Exodus 13:9). This teaches that the obligation to 
don phylacteries applies when the Jewish people require a sign to 
assert their status as God’s nation, i.e., during the week. This serves 
to exclude Shabbatot and Festivals, as they themselves are signs 
of the Jewish people’s status as God's nation and a remembrance of 
the exodus from Egypt. Consequently, no further sign is required 
on these days. 


Rabbi Elazar says: Anyone who dons phylacteries after sunset" 
violates a positive mitzva. And Rabbi Yohanan says: He violates 
a prohibition. The Gemara suggests: Let us say that these Sages 
disagree with regard to the principle that Rabbi Avin says that 
Rabbi Ile’a says. As Rabbi Avin says that Rabbi Ile’a says: Any 
place where it is stated in the Torah any of the terms: Observe, or: 
Lest, or: Do not, this means nothing other than a prohibition, as 
these are negative terms. 


HALAKHA 


Excludes Shabbatot and Festivals - waiv 021) ninawh bis: 
The mitzva of wearing phylacteries does not apply on 'Shabbatot and 
Festivals, as it states: “And it shall be for a sign” (Exodus 13:16). and 
Shabbatot and Festivals themselves are signs of the Jewish people's 
status as God's nation. Therefore, if one were to add another sign 
this would be a disparagement of their signs. Not only is there no 
obligation to wear phylacteries on Shabbat and Festivals, it is actually 
prohibited to wear them, as this is a mark of disrespect of the sacred 
day. The early commentaries dispute whether one wears phylacteries 
on the intermediate days of a Festival. Since the kabbalistic tradition 


is not to wear phylacteries on the intermediate days of a Festival, 


all Sephardic and Hassidic communities follow suit. This is also the 
prevailing custom in Eretz Yisrael (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin 
UMezuza VeSefer Torah 4:10; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 31:1-2). 


MENAHOT ` PEREK III: 36B- 991/199 


Who dons phylacteries after sunset — mana nyp In pan rym: 
One does not wear phylacteries at night, as he might fall asleep while 
wearing them and treat them disrespectfully. This prohibition applies 
by rabbinic law, as the halakha is in accordance with Rabbi Akiva, who 
maintains that the mitzva of phylacteries applies at night. The Ram- 
bam holds that the prohibition against wearing phylacteries at night 
applies by Torah law, as indicated by the discussion here. Nevertheless, 
all authorities agree that if one donned phylacteries during the day he 
need not remove them after nightfall; but a public ruling is not issued 
to that effect (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer 
Torah 4:11; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 30:2). 
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The Gemara explains this suggestion: As this Sage, Rabbi Yohanan, 
is of the opinion that the ruling is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Avin, and therefore the verse: “And you shall observe this 
ordinance in its season from year to year,” from which the exclusion 
of nights is derived, is a prohibition, as it employs the term “observe.” 
And that Sage, Rabbi Elazar, is of the opinion that the ruling is not 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Avin, and therefore the 
term: “And you shall observe,” is a positive mitzva. 


The Gemara counters: No, everyone is of the opinion that the ruling 
is in accordance with the opinion that Rabbi Avin says that Rabbi 
Ile’a says, and here they disagree with regard to this: One Sage, 
Rabbi Elazar, holds that the term “observe” written with regard to 
a prohibition has the status of a prohibition, whereas that same 
term “observe” written with regard to a positive mitzva has the 
status of a positive mitzva, as the Torah is issuing a warning to take 
special care in the observance of a mitzva. Accordingly, the com- 
mand with regard to the positive mitzva of phylacteries is a positive 
mitzva. And one Sage, Rabbi Yohanan, holds that the term “observe” 
written with regard to a positive mitzva is also a prohibition. 


And Rabbi Elazar says: And although it is prohibited to don phy- 
lacteries at night, if one does so in order to safeguard them" from 
theft and the like, it is permitted. And Ravina said: I was sitting 
before Rav Ashi and it grew dark, and he donned phylacteries." 
And I said to him: Does the Master need to safeguard them? And 
he said to me: Yes. But I saw that his intention in donning them 
was not that he needed to safeguard them; rather, Rav Ashi holds: 
This is the halakha, that night is an appropriate time for phylacteries, 
but a public ruling is not issued to that effect. 


Rabba bar Rav Huna says: A person is obligated to touch his 
phylacteries regularly for the entire time" that he is wearing them. 
This is derived from an a fortiori inference from the frontplate of 
the High Priest, as follows: And if with regard to the frontplate, 
which has only one mention of God’s name, the Torah states: 
“And it should be always upon his forehead” (Exodus 28:38), which 
means that the High Priest must always be aware that the frontplate 
is placed on his head and that he should not be distracted from it, 
then with regard to phylacteries, which have numerous mentions 
of God’s name, all the more so one must always be aware of them. 


§ The Sages taught with regard to the verse: “And it shall be for a 
sign for you on your arm [yadkha]” (Exodus 13:9), that this is 
referring to the left arm." Do you say it means the left arm, or is it 
only the right arm? The verse states: “Even My hand [yadi] has 
laid the foundation of the earth, and My right hand [vimini] has 
spread out the heavens” (Isaiah 48:13). And another verse states: 
“Her hand [yadah] she put to the tent pin, and her right hand 
[viminah] to the workmen’s hammer” (Judges 5:26), and another 
verse states: “Why do You withdraw Your hand [yadkha], even 
Your right hand [viminekha]? Draw it out of Your bosom and 
consume them” (Psalms 74:11). All these verses employ the term 
yad with regard to the left hand, and use the term yamin, literally, 
right, without the term yad, to indicate the right hand. 


NOTES 
not wish to issue this ruling publicly, so that people would not 


on The standard version of the text indicates that Rav ‘Ashi 
donned the phylacteries after nightfall. An alternative version 
reads: And he did not remove phylacteries, i.e., he was wearing 
them before nightfall and did not remove them (Rif; Rambam). 


This is the halakha but a public ruling is not issued to that 


effect — {3 pin px) mba: In other words, Rav Ashi maintains, 


in opposition to the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, that phylacteries 
are worn at night and that one may don them ab initio. He did 


fall asleep while wearing phylacteries, which is unbecoming. 
Some explain that Rav Ashi is of the opinion that night is not an 
appropriate time for phylacteries, but he rules that although it is 
prohibited to don them at night, and one who dons them at night 
violates a positive mitzva from the Torah, if he is wearing them 
at nightfall he is not obligated to remove them. A public ruling is 
not issued to this effect; rather, people are instructed to remove 
them (Beit Yosef, citing Rambam; Rif). 
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HALAKHA 


And if one does so in order to safeguard them, etc. - 
3) naw DX): If one did not remove his phylacteries at 
sunset, as he had nowhere safe to place them and he 
sought to safeguard them from theft and the like, this 
is permitted. A public ruling is issued to this effect, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar and Rav 
Ashi, based on the version of the text accepted by the 
Rif. The Beit Yosef rules that one may not don them in 
order to guard them ab initio, but the Beur HaGra and 
Olat Tamid permit even this (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hil- 
khot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 4:12; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 30:2). 


This is the halakha but a public ruling is not issued 
to that effect — 13 pyi pri 7377: It is prohibited to 
don phylacteries after sunset, but if one donned them 
before sunset he is not obligated to remove them and 
may wear them all night, provided that he does not 
sleep while wearing them. A public ruling is not issued 
to this effect, and a Sage should not act in this manner 
in public (Magen Avraham). This ruling is inferred from 
the incident involving Rav Ashi, in accordance with 
the version of the text accepted by the Rif (Rambam 
Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 4:11; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 30:2). 


A person is obligated to touch his phylacteries 
regularly the entire time - prana wownd DIK 29M 
ny bea: One is obligated to touch his phylacteries 
regularly the entire time he is wearing them, so he will 
not be distracted from them even for a moment. It is 
not necessary to touch them while praying or studying 
Torah (Mishna Berura, citing Magen Avraham; see Beur 
Halakha). Tosafot rule that when one touches them, he 
should touch the phylacteries of the arm first, followed 
by the phylacteries of the head (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 4:14; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 28:1). 


Your arm, this is referring to the left arm — -bxaw igr: 
One binds the phylacteries of the arm on his left arm 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer 
Torah 4:2; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 27:1). 
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LANGUAGE 


HaHorem - avin: Rashi explains this appellation 
as similar to harum (see Leviticus 21:18), one with a 
sunken nose (see Bekhorot 43b). Other commentaries 
are puzzled by the suggestion that the Sages would 
give someone a nickname based on a blemish. They 
therefore associate HaHorem with herem, a fisher- 
man’s net, due to his occupation. 


HALAKHA 


One without a complete arm - 073: One whose left 
arm has been amputated up to the elbow but still has 
an upper arm should don phylacteries on that arm, 
even if only his biceps remains intact (Mishna Berura). 
This ruling is in accordance with the explanation of 
Tosafot that the tanna‘im cited in the second baraita 
are not in disagreement with each other. One who 
dons phylacteries in this manner should not recite a 
blessing, in light of the opinion of the Or Zarua that 
the arm mentioned here is the arm below the elbow 
and that the first tanna deems him exempt in such a 
case. If his left arm including his biceps is missing, he 
is entirely exempt from donning phylacteries, even 
on his right arm. One who is missing his right arm 
is nevertheless obligated to don phylacteries on his 
left, and he should do so with the help of others 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 27:1, and see Mishna 
Berura there). 
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Rabbi Yosei HaHorem' says: This is no proof, as we have found 
that the right hand is also called yad, as it is stated: “And when 
Joseph saw that his father was laying his right hand [yad yemino]” 
(Genesis 48:17). The Gemara asks: And the other tanna, who main- 
tains that the right hand is not called yad, how does he respond to 
this proof? He maintains that the right hand is called “his right 
hand [yad yemino],” but it is not called a yad without further 
specification. 


Rabbi Natan says: This proofis not necessary, as it says: “And you 
shall bind them for a sign upon your arm” (Deuteronomy 6:8), and 
then it states: “And you shall write them upon the doorposts of 
your house” (Deuteronomy 6:9). This teaches that just as writing 
is with the right hand, as most people write with their right hands, 
so too, the binding of phylacteries must be performed with the 
right hand. And since binding is with the right hand, this means 
that donning is on the left arm, as one cannot bind the phylacteries 
with the same hand upon which he is donning them. The Gemara 
asks: And from where does Rabbi Yosei HaHorem, who holds that 
the right hand is also called yad in the Torah, derive that donning 
phylacteries is on the left arm? The Gemara answers: He derives it 
from where Rabbi Natan derives it. 


Rav Ashi said: The requirement that phylacteries be donned on the 
left arm is derived from the verse: “It shall be for a sign upon your 
arm [yadkha]” (Exodus 13:16), which is written with a letter heh 
at the end. This is expounded as though it stated: Your weak [keha] 
arm." Rabbi Abba said to Rav Ashi: But one can say that yadkha 
should be interpreted as yadkoah, with a letter het at the end instead 
of a heh. If so, this would mean: Your arm that is of strength 
[shebeko‘ah], which is the right arm. Rav Ashi said to Rabbi Abba: 
Is this word written with a het? 


The Gemara notes that Rav Ashi’s opinion, that the halakha that 
phylacteries are donned on the left arm is derived from the term 
yadkha, is subject to a dispute between tanna’im, as it is taught in 
a baraita: Yadkha is written with a heh, indicating weakness, and 
this is referring to the left arm. Others say: “Your arm,” i.e., yadkha, 
serves to include one without a complete arm,'" i.e., one whose 
arm ends at the elbow, in the obligation to don phylacteries, as the 
remaining part is also categorized as a weak arm. It is taught in 
another baraita: If one does not have a left arm," i.e., not even 
above the elbow, he is exempt from the mitzva of phylacteries. 
Others say: Yadkha serves to include one without a left arm even 
above the elbow, teaching that he must don phylacteries on his 
right arm. 


NOTES 


From your arm [yadkha] which is written with a heh as though 


you shall bind them...and you shall write them,’ it explains that 
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it stated: Your weak [keha] arm - 173 "71a Nd 72A: According 
to the alternative interpretation cited by Rashi, the letter heh at 
the end of the word, which is generally indicative of the feminine 
form, teaches that one must don phylacteries on the weaker hand. 
If so, Rav Ashi mentions weak in order to explain the result of this 
derivation, that the feminine heh is referring to the weaker hand. 
For a similar example of a word derived as in the feminine form, 
see Berakhot 32a. 


Your arm [yadkha] serves to include one without a complete 
arm — D3 OX niab ‘TT: Although the standard version of 
the text has yadkha without the letter heh, virtually all the com- 
mentaries concur that the correct reading is yadkha with a heh. 
Accordingly, the opinion cited in the name of: Others say, also 
expounds yadkha as weak [keha]. Yet, since that opinion derives 
the requirement to don phylacteries on the left arm from one of 
the other sources stated earlier, e.g., from the verses that state: “And 


yadkha refers to one without hands, i.e., his left hand is crushed 
and atrophied, but his upper arm, upon which the phylacteries 
are placed, is intact (Or Zarua, citing Rabbeinu Elyakim; see Rashi). 


If one does not have a left arm, etc. — 13) yit b px: It would 
appear that both opinions are discussing the same case, that of 
one who does not have a left arm. If so, the first tanna holds that 
one who is missing his arm above the elbow, the biceps, is entirely 
exempt from donning phylacteries of the arm, whereas the opinion 
cited in the name of: Others say, is that he dons the phylacteries on 
his right arm or on his left shoulder (Rid). Other early commentar- 
ies contend that when the first tanna mentions a left arm, he is 
referring to the lower arm. According to this interpretation, this 
tanna is of the opinion that even one who has a biceps is exempt 
from phylacteries, as he does not have a whole arm, whereas the 
opinion cited in the name of: Others say, is that one dons it on the 
biceps (Or Zarua, citing Rabbeinu Elyakim). 
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The Sages taught in a baraita: A left-handed person" dons phylac- 
teries on his right arm, which is equivalent to his left arm, i.e., his 

weaker arm. The Gemara raises a difficulty: But isn’t it taught in a 

baraita that a left-handed person dons phylacteries on his left arm, 
which is the left arm of every other person? Abaye said: When 

that baraita is taught, it is referring to one who has equal control 

with both his hands," i.e., an ambidextrous person. Since such an 

individual also uses his right hand, he dons phylacteries on his left 
arm. 


The school of Menashe taught with regard to the verse: “And you 
shall bind them for a sign on your arm, and they shall be as frontlets 
between your eyes” (Deuteronomy 6:8): “On your arm’; this is 
the biceps." “Between your eyes”; this is the crown of the head." 
The Gemara asks: Where exactly on the crown of the head are the 
phylacteries placed? The school of Rabbi Yannai say: Phylacteries 
are placed on the place where the bone above the baby’s brain is 
soft after birth.°% 


§ The Sage Peleimu'’ raised a dilemma before Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi: In the case of one who has two heads, on which of them 
does he don phylacteries? Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said to him: 
Either get up and exile yourself’ from here or accept upon your- 
self excommunication for asking such a ridiculous question. In 
the meantime, a certain man arrived and said to Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi: A firstborn child has been born to me who has two 
heads.” How much money must I give to the priest for the 
redemption of the firstborn? A certain elder came and taught 
him: You are obligated to give him ten sela, the requisite five for 
each head. 


Left-handed person — wk: If a left-handed person performs all 

activities primarily with his left hand, he should don phylacteries 

on his right arm. If he writes with his right hand but performs all 

other activities with his left, or writes with his left but performs 

all other activities with his right, some say that he should don 

phylacteries on his physically weaker arm, in accordance with 

the derivation of Rav Ashi. Others maintain that the hand with 

which he writes is considered his right hand for the purposes of 
this halakha, in accordance with Rabbi Natan’s derivation based 

on the comparison of writing to binding, and therefore he dons 
phylacteries on the other arm (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefil- 
lin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 4:3; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 27:6). 


To one who has equal control with both his hands - vdwa 
yp Awa: An ambidextrous person dons phylacteries on the 
left arm, like most people. The halakha is in accordance with 
the ruling of the baraita, as explained by Abaye (Rambam Sefer 
Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 4:3; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 27:6). 


This is the biceps — nyiayp it: The proper place for the don- 
ning of the phylacteries of the arm is the biceps of the left arm. 
The halakha is in accordance with the ruling of the school of 


Menashe. The commentaries write that one should don the 
phylacteries on the half of the biceps nearer to the elbow, not 
on the half nearer to the armpit (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 4:2; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
271, and see the comment of Rema and Beur Halakha there). 


This is the crown of the head - “pp it: The proper place for the 
phylacteries of the head is the crown, i.e., from the beginning 
of one's original hairline on the forehead to the end of the place 
where a baby’s head is soft after birth. The halakha is in accor- 
dance with the ruling of the school of Menashe and the school 
of Rabbi Yannai (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza 
VeSefer Torah 4:1; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 27:9). 


A child has been born to me who has two heads - vor 
wr a DRT Xp? b: For a firstborn male who has two 
heads, one must give ten sela to a priest for the redemption 
of the firstborn. This halakha is in accordance with the answer 
of the elder in the story in the Gemara. The Rambam and 
the Shulhan Arukh do not cite this halakha, as they maintain 
that this child is a tereifa (Tur, Yoreh De’‘a 305, and see Arukh 
HaShulhan there). 


The place where the baby’s brain is soft after birth - Dipa 
Daj pivn bw Smita: This does not mean that one must put the 
phylacteries on that specific place. Rather, one can position them 
from his original hairline, as explained on the following amud, 
until the spot where a baby’s head is soft after birth. It is likewise 
stated in tractate Firuvin (95b) that there is enough space on the 
head for two phylacteries. From that point to behind the head is 
not considered “between your eyes,’ nor is it the upper part of 
the head (Sefer HaTeruma). 


“Get up and exile yourself — 1 Dp: In other words, find a place 
where such creatures exist and ask your question there (Keren 
Ora; see Tosafot and Tzon Kodashim). Elsewhere the Talmud 
eaches that if a Torah scholar is accused of belittling Sages 
or their statements he would not be fully excommunicated or 
ostracized, as these penalties have defined and severe halakhic 
ramifications. The Sages would refrain from excommunicating 
Torah scholars (Moed Katan 17a). Instead, they would remove 
he offending scholar from the study hall (see, e.g., Horayot 
13b with regard to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s father, and Bava 
Batra 23b). Accordingly, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi is telling Peleimu 
hat he must either exile himself from the study hall or accept 
excommunication. 


Biceps - nyap: 


Placement of the phylacteries on the arm 


The place where the baby’s brain is soft after 
birth - path piva by iniaw Dipa: The skull consists of 
several bones, joined by sutures. The two meeting points 
of these sutures, called fontanels or soft spots, are open 
during the early stages of life, which means that the brain 
is not covered by bone. This enables quicker growth of the 
skull. The place mentioned here as where a baby’s head is 
soft refers to the anterior fontanel, which closes when the 
child is roughly one and a half years old. 


Soft impression at the anterior fontanel 


One who has two heads - mx iw b ww m: This rare 
phenomenon of one who is born with two heads, both 
in the case of humans and animals, has been attested to 
throughout history from ancient times. In most, though 
not all, cases, these beings die shortly after birth. 

One with two heads can be a set of conjoined twins, 
one of whom lacks many body parts. Alternatively, it can 
be an instance of recorded cases of double limbs found in 
one body; this is how the commentaries in the main treat 
the case described here. 


Peleimu — ws: Apparently from the Greek Tadaiuwv, 
palaimon, from the root Tahaudc, palaios, meaning old in 
years. Similar names are used in various Jewish ethnicities 
as a sign for good luck. In the Jerusalem Talmud, this Sage 
is called Panimon. 


Peleimu- whe: ‘The Sage peel was one eof the foremost 
students of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. He is frequently cited as 
asking Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi sharp questions related to 
halakha. Some of his halakhot are mentioned in baraitot, 
where he often disagrees with Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s col- 
league, Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon. There are also 
several incidents related about his righteousness. 
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HALAKHA 
Ravaged by an animal within thirty days of his birth - 
oy ‘Jina qw: A father is not required to redeem his 
male firstborn child if he died or was mortally wounded 
within thirty days of his birth, including on the thirti- 
eth day itself. Even if the father had already given the 
redemption money to a priest, the priest should return 
it to him (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Bikkurim 11:7; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 305:12). 


Perek III 
Daf 37 Amud b 


NOTES 


Here it is different as the Merciful One makes the 
redemption of the firstborn dependent on his 
skull - Kam eon nbs KaT aw: In other words, 
he verse: “You shall take five shekels apiece, by the skull 
(Numbers 3:47), indicates that it is possible for a child to 
have more than one skull that requires redemption. As 
or the exclusion of the term “yet,” this does not apply to 
a child with two heads, as he is currently living (Rashi). 
According to the opinion of Rabbeinu Tam that a child 
with two heads is a tereifa, the commentaries explain 
hat it is a Torah edict that the obligation of redemption 
applies to this child despite the fact that it is a tereifa 
(Tohorat HaKodesh). 


” 


BACKGROUND 

Oris it only literally on your actual hand - xbx ix ix 
wan J? by: The mishna in tractate Megilla (24b) indi- 
cates that this is not a mere theoretical suggestion, as 
there was a known custom of donning the phylacteries 
of the head on the forehead and the phylacteries of the 
arm on the palm of the hand. The mishna calls this prac- 
tice the way of the heretics, in reference to the practices 
of certain sects at the end of the Second Temple period 
and onward. These sects, whose customs diverged to 
varying extents from the ways of the Sages, may have 
included the early Christians. 


HALAKHA 

A sign for you but not a sign for others — nixd $ 
nix pan) xy: One does not need to be particular 
about whether the phylacteries of the arm are visible 
or covered, in accordance with the opinion of Amei- 
mar. Nevertheless, one should cover them ab initio. 
contrast, the phylacteries of the head should be clearly 
visible, although one who covers them has fulfilled the 
mitzva after the fact (Mishna Berura). The Ari maintains 
that it is proper to cover the phylacteries of the head 
as well (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 27:, and in the 
comment of Rema). 


Laan the words shall be opposite the heart - nyw 
one tilts them slightly inward toward the body, so that 
when he bends his arm downward the phylacteries are 
opposite his heart, in fulfillment of the verse (Deuter- 
onomy 6:6): “And these words, which | command you 
this day, shall be upon your heart” (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 4:2; Shulhan Arukh, 


Orah Hayyim 27:1). 
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The Gemara asks: Is that so? But Rami bar Hama teaches: Since 
it is stated with regard to the redemption of the firstborn: “The 
firstborn of man you shall redeem” (Numbers 18:15), I would 
derive that even ifhe was ravaged," e.g., by an animal, within thirty 
days of his birth," one should redeem him. To counter this, the verse 
states: 


| would derive that even if he was ravaged [nitraf] - 


NOTES 


niw during its first thirty days that will certainly lead to its eventual 


qw ox X: Rashi explains that the baby died during the first death. In such a case, even if the child lives beyond thirty days 


thirty days of its life even though it was considered to be fully 
viable. Other early commentaries explain that the Gemara's term 


there is no obligation to redeem it, as it is not considered to be 
viable (Rabbeinu Tam; see Josafot). 


nitraf means: Became a tereifa, i.e., it developed a fatal condition 
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“Yet the firstborn of man you shall redeem’; the addition of the word 
“yet” serves to differentiate and teach that there is a firstborn who 
is not redeemed, namely, one that was ravaged. A child with two 
heads is like one that was ravaged, as he will certainly not live. The 
Gemara answers: Here it is different, as the Merciful One makes 
the redemption of the firstborn dependent on his skull," as it is 
stated: “You shall take five shekels apiece, by the skull” (Numbers 
3:47), which indicates that there is a case in which a firstborn with 
more than one skull must be redeemed. 


The Gemara returns to its discussion of the baraita: The Master 
says: “On your arm”; this is the biceps. The term yad can mean 
either hand or arm. Therefore, the Gemara asks: From where do 
we derive this? As the Sages taught: “On your arm [yadkha]”; this 
is the upper part of the arm. Do you say that this is the upper part 
of the arm, or is it only literally on your actual hand,’ i.e., on the 
palm of the hand? The Torah says: Don phylacteries on the yad 
and don phylacteries on the head; just as there, with regard to the 
head, it means on the upper part of the head, as will be explained, 
so too here, it means on the upper part of the arm. 


Rabbi Eliezer says: This proofis not necessary, as the verse states: 
“And it shall be for a sign for you upon your arm” (Exodus 13:9), 
which teaches: It shall be a sign for you, but not a sign for others," 
i.e, one must don the phylacteries of the arm in a place where they 
are not seen by others. This is the arm, which is usually covered, 
whereas the hand is usually visible. Rabbi Yitzhak says: This proof 
is not necessary, as the verse states: “Therefore you shall place 
these words in your heart and in your soul, and you shall bind 
them” (Deuteronomy 11:18). This teaches that placing the words, 
i.e, donning the phylacteries, shall be opposite the heart," on the 
biceps. 


The Gemara relates: Rabbi Hiyya and Rav Aha, son of Rav Avya, 
would direct the placement of his phylacteries of the arm and don 

them opposite his heart. Rav Ashi was sitting before Ameimar, 
and there was a cut in the sleeve covering Ameimar’s arm, and as 

a result his phylacteries were visible, as they were not covered by 
a garment. Rav Ashi said to Ameimar: Doesnt the Master hold 

that the phylacteries shall be a sign for you but not a sign for oth- 
ers? Ameimar said to him: This does not mean that phylacteries 

must be hidden; rather, this was stated in order to teach that they 
must be donned in a place that is a sign for you, i.e., the biceps, 
which is generally not seen, but it does not matter if in practice the 

phylacteries are visible. 
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With regard to the statement of the baraita that the phylacteries of 
the head are donned on the upper part of the head,” the Gemara 
asks: From where do we derive this? As the Sages taught: 
“Between your eyes” (Exodus 13:9); this is the upper part of the 
head. Do you say that this is the upper part of the head, or is it 
only literally between your eyes? It is stated here: “Between your 
eyes,’ and it is stated there: “You shall not cut yourselves, nor make 
any baldness between your eyes for the dead” (Deuteronomy 
14:1), Just as there, the phrase “between your eyes” is referring to a 
place on the upper part of the head, as that is a place where one 
can render himself bald by removing his hair, so too, the place 
where phylacteries are donned is on the upper part of the head, a 
place where one can render himself bald. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: This proofis not necessary, as the Torah says: 
Don phylacteries on the arm and don phylacteries on the head. 
Just as there, with regard to the phylacteries of the arm, it is referring 
to a place which is fit to become ritually impure with only one 
type of leprous mark, that of the skin, so too here, with regard to 
the phylacteries of the head, it is referring to a place which is fit to 
become ritually impure with only one type of leprous mark, that 
of a place of hair (see Leviticus 13:29-37). 


Rabbi Yehuda continues: This serves to exclude the area which is 
literally “between your eyes,” as there is flesh and the hair of the 
eyebrows present there, and therefore there is a possibility of lep- 
rosy through the growth ofa white hair, which is impure according 
to the halakhot of leprosy of the skin (see Leviticus 13:3), and there 
is also a possibility of leprosy through the growth of a yellow hair, 
which is impure according to the halakhot of leprosy of the head or 
the beard (see Leviticus 13:30). 


§ The mishna teaches: With regard to the four ritual fringes on a 
garment, the absence of each prevents fulfillment of the mitzva 
with the others, as the four of them constitute one mitzva. Rabbi 
Yishmael says: The four of them are four discrete mitzvot, and the 
absence of one does not prevent fulfillment of the rest. The Gemara 
asks: What is the difference between the opinions of the first tanna 
and Rabbi Yishmael? Rav Yosef said: The difference between their 
opinions is with regard to a linen sheet with woolen ritual fringes 
that has fewer than four ritual fringes. The first tanna maintains that 
since one is not performing a mitzva, he may not wrap himself in 
the sheet, due to the prohibition of diverse kinds, i.e., the prohibi- 
tion against wearing clothing made from a mixture of wool and linen 
threads. Conversely, Rabbi Yishmael permits one to wrap himself 
in it, as each ritual fringe is a separate mitzva, and the mitzva of ritual 
fringes overrides the prohibition against wearing diverse kinds. 


Rava bar Ahina said: The difference between their opinions is with 
regard to a cloak with five corners." It is derived that a cloak of this 
kind requires ritual fringes (see 43b), but it is unclear whether ritual 
fringes must be placed on each corner. If each fringe is a discrete 
mitzva, then the obligation applies to the fifth corner as well, but if 
it is one mitzva then it applies only to four of the corners of this 
garment. 


Ravina said: The difference between their opinions is with regard 
to the opinion of Rav Huna," as Rav Huna says: One who goes 
out unwittingly to the public domain on Shabbat with a four- 
cornered cloak that does not have all of the requisite ritual fringes 
attached to its corners is liable to bring a sin offering, because the 
remaining fringes are not an integral part of the garment. Since they 
do not enable the wearer to fulfill the mitzva, they are considered a 
burden, which may not be carried into the public domain on Shab- 
bat. The first tanna agrees with this ruling, whereas Rabbi Yishmael 
maintains that since each corner with ritual fringes is the fulfillment 
of a mitzva, one is not liable to bring a sin offering due to carrying 
on Shabbat for wearing it into the public domain. 
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BACKGROUND 
On the upper part of the head - waw mais: 


Placement of the phylacteries on the head 


HALAKHA 

The difference between their opinions is with 
regard to a cloak with five corners — nwa nby 
ya KDN WaN: The obligation of ritual fringes 
applies to a garment that has more than four corners, 
and one should place four ritual fringes on the four 
most distant corners. The halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of the first tanna, as explained by 
Rava bar Ahina (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 
3:3, and see Kesef Mishne there; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 10:1, and see Beur HaGra there). 


The difference between their opinions is with 
regard to the opinion of Rav Huna — 3° K317 177 
yma: The absence of any of the four ritual fringes 
on a garment prevents fulfillment of the mitzva with 
the others. Therefore, one who wears a garment with 
fewer than four ritual fringes and walks into the pub- 
lic domain on Shabbat is liable to bring a sin offering 
for carrying a burden into the public domain on 
Shabbat. The reason for this ruling is that the fringes 
are not considered part of the garment because they 
were not affixed in accordance with halakha, and 
the owner does not intend to discard them as he 
wishes to complete the number of ritual fringes in 
order to fulfill the mitzva. This ruling is in accordance 
with the opinion of the first tanna, as explained by 
Rava (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 19:20; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 13:1; 301:38). 
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1 HALAKHA) 


Who cuts the corner of his garment - my37 
ama: If one had a garment of four corners and 
he cut one of them diagonally so that it formed two 
corners, it is considered a garment with five corners, 
to which the obligation of ritual fringes applies. This 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rav 
Sheisha, son of Rav Idi (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Tzitzit 3:3; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 10:2). 


Who ties his garment...who sews his garment - 
appa monna... mma mwya: If one folded the 
corners of his robe and then tied or sewed them, so 
that it appears as though he cut them off and it has 
no corners, the obligation of ritual fringes never- 
theless applies to this garment, in accordance with 
the opinions of Rav Mesharshiyya and Rav Dimi of 
Neharde’a (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 10:3). 


———— oms ——_— 


Who cuts the corner of his garment - my37 
mma: Rashi explains that he damaged the cor- 
ner of the garment so that it appeared to have two 
corners. Alternatively, he cut the corner diagonally 
(Shita Mekubbetzet, citing Rashi), in an effort to have 
a garment of only three corners, which would be 
exempt from ritual fringes (Rid). 


Who ties his garment - maya mwya: Rashi 
explains that one folded his garment in two and 
tied the ends, thereby creating two corners at the 
fold. Rav Mesharshiyya is saying that if he places ritual 
fringes on the place of the folds he has not fulfilled 
the mitzva, as these are not considered the corners of 
the garment, because the knot will be untied. On the 
following amud, Rashi suggests an alternative inter- 
pretation: One made a knot in each of the corners 
of the garment so that it would not have corners at 
all and would therefore be exempt from the mitzva 
of ritual fringes. 


Who sews his garment - anya pp: As in 
he previous case, here too Rashi explains that one 
folded his robe and sewed it up. If so, the novelty of 
he statement of Rav Dimi of Neharde’a is that the 
same halakha applies to sewing as to tying a knot. 
evertheless, as a baraita cited on 41a explicitly states 
hat this is not the halakha, Rashi on the following 
amud rejects this interpretation. Instead, he states 
hat this man folded over the four corners and sewed 
hem up, in order to exempt the garment from the 
mitzva of ritual fringes. 
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Rav Sheisha, son of Rav Idi, said: One who cuts the corner of his 
garment" has not done anything of consequence with regard to 
exempting the garment from the obligation of ritual fringes, as he has 
rendered it a cloak with five corners, to which the obligation of ritual 
fringes applies. 


Rav Mesharshiyya similarly says: One who ties his garment" has not 

done anything of consequence with regard to exempting the garment 

from the obligation of ritual fringes. What is the reason? It is consid- 
ered as though the garment is untied, since the knot can be loosened 

at any time. And we learned likewise in a mishna (Kelim 26:4): All 

bound leather jugs,’ i.e., those whose bottoms are not sewn but tied, 
are ritually pure, i.e., they are not susceptible to ritual impurity. This 

is because they are not considered receptacles, as these knots will be 

untied, except for leather jugs of Arabs, who would tie them with a 

permanent knot. 


Rav Dimi of Neharde’a similarly says: One who sews his garment, ™? 
i.e., he folded over a long garment and sewed the edges together, has 
not done anything of consequence with regard to the obligation of 
ritual fringes, and he must place ritual fringes on the original corners. 
The reason is that if it is so that he does not need the folded part, which 
is why he is sewing it, let him cut it and throw it away. 


Who cuts the corner of his garment - mma) aya: 


Cut on the corner of the garment according to Rashi’s explanation 


Jugs - ninan: 


Man carrying jug made from a whole hide 


Cut on the corner of the garment according to the Shita Mekubbetzet, citing Rashi 


Who ties his garment — ard ALA: 


Tying the garment according to Rashi’ first explanation 


Tying the garment according to Rashi's second explanation 


Who sews his garment — aos OMIT: 


Sewing the garment according to Rashi's first explanation 


Sewing the garment according to Rashi’s second explanation 
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§ The mishna teaches that Rabbi Yishmael says: The four of them 
are four discrete mitzvot, and the absence of one does not prevent 
fulfillment of the rest. Rav Yehuda says that Shmuel says: The 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael. The 
Gemara states: But the halakha is not in accordance with his 
opinion. 


The Gemara relates: Ravina was walking behind Mar bar Rav Ashi 

on the Shabbat of the Festival® when the corner of Mar bar Rav 
Ashi’s garment on which his ritual fringes were hanging tore, and 
yet Ravina did not say anything to him. When he arrived at Mar 
bar Rav Ashi’s house, Ravina said to him: Back there, along the 
way, the corner tore. Mar bar Rav Ashi said to him: If you would 
have told me then, I would have thrown off the garment there, as 
once one of the ritual fringes is torn no mitzva is performed with 
the rest, and it is prohibited to walk in the public domain on Shabbat 
wearing such a garment. This is in accordance with the opinion of 
the first tanna, who disagrees with the ruling of Rabbi Yishmael. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: But didn’t the Master say: Great is 
human dignity, as it overrides a prohibition in the Torah? This 
includes the prohibition against carrying on Shabbat in the public 
domain. That being the case, why would he remove his garment in 
public? 


The Gemara answers: Rav bar Shabba interpreted that statement 
before Rav Kahana: 


He stated this with regard to the prohibition of: “You shall not 
deviate to the left or the right of that which they tell you” (Deuter- 
onomy 17:11). A prohibition by rabbinic law is overridden by human 
dignity, but not a prohibition by Torah law. Therefore, Mar bar Rav 
Ashi would have removed his garment had he known about the tear. 


And there are those who say there is a different version of this 
discussion: It was when they were there, in the place where the 
corner of Mar bar Rav Ashi’s garment tore, that Ravina said to him 
that it had torn, and Mar bar Rav Ashi said to him in response: 
What is your opinion? Do you think that I should throw the gar- 
ment off? But doesn’t the Master say: Great is human dignity, as 
it overrides a prohibition in the Torah? The Gemara raises a dif- 
ficulty: But Rav bar Shabba interpreted that statement before Rav 
Kahana: He stated this with regard to the prohibition of: “You 
shall not deviate,” not the prohibition against carrying in the public 
domain, which applies by Torah law. The Gemara answers that here 
too, itis not a prohibition by Torah law, as the place where they were 
walking was not a full-fledged public domain but a karmelit, in 
which carrying is prohibited by rabbinic law.™ 


A karmelit, in which carrying is prohibited by rabbinic law - 
NOT OTT mana: One who is walking in the public domain on 
Shabbat and becomes aware that the ritual fringes of the garment 
he is wearing have become unfit must remove the garment even 
if he would be left naked. The reason is that human dignity does 
not override a prohibition that is by Torah law. With regard to the 
definition of a public domain, see Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
345:7. If he is in a karmelit when he discovers that it has become 


HALAKHA 


unfit, he need not remove the garment until he reaches his house, 
as human dignity overrides a prohibition that is by rabbinic law. 
The Rema writes that this applies only on Shabbat, when it is pro- 
hibited to prepare ritual fringes, and therefore he is not considered 

to be neglecting the positive mitzva of ritual fringes. On a weekday, 
by contrast, itis prohibited to continue wearing the garment, as he 

would thereby be neglecting the performance of a positive mitzva 

(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 13:3, and see Mishna Berura there). 


BACKGROUND 
Shabbat of the Festival - xo maw: Normally, the 
Sages would lecture only before the students of their 
academies. The public lectures during the months of 
Adar and Elul, called the yarhei kalla, were designed 


for Torah scholars who had come 


rom afar. Shabbatot 


of Festivals were different, as the entire community 


would gather to hear lectures about the halakhot o 
the Festival from the foremost scholars of the acad- 
emies, or from the Exilarch. Therefore, a great mass o 
people assembled on these special Shabbatot, and the 
lectures were exceptionally crowded. These Shabbatot 
before the Fes 
during Festival (see Sukka 26a). Several incidents are 
related in the Talmud with regard to the behavior o 
hese events. 


were the Shabba 


the Sages during 
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The first and main section of this chapter addressed a number of issues concerning 
the validity of a meal offering whose rites were not performed in the proper manner 
and the actions that are indispensable to its sacrifice. 


Continuing the discussion of the previous chapters with regard to piggul, the Gemara 
stated that intent to eat or burn a meal offering beyond its designated time disqualifies 
the offering only if the intent to eat referred to an item whose typical manner is such 
that one does partake of it, e.g., the remainder of the meal offering, or if the intent to 
burn referred to an item whose typical manner is such that one does burn it on the 
altar, e.g., the handful or the frankincense. This intent has no effect if it was intent 
to burn an item fit for consumption or to eat that which is supposed to be burned, 
despite the fact that burning on the altar is also called consumption. Furthermore, 
intentions with regard to quantities one intends to eat and burn improperly do not 
combine to equal an olive-bulk, the minimum volume to incur liability. 


The chapter then addressed the question of which rites of a meal offering are indis- 
pensable to its sacrifice. With regard to the mixing of the flour in oil, the breaking 
into pieces, in the case of those meal offerings which require breaking into pieces, and 
bringing of the offering to the altar, all these are not indispensable. Conversely, the 
pouring of oil on the meal offering and its salting before burning, in addition to the 
rites of the handful itself, i.e., removing the handful, placing the handful in a vessel, 
conveying the handful to the altar, and burning the handful, are all indispensable. 
In sum, if a requirement is repeated in the Torah, or if a term of emphasis was stated 
with regard to it, e.g., the word “statute,” it is indispensable to the sacrifice. 


In relation to the above, the chapter discussed at length the issue of salting offerings. 
This includes the question of which offerings require salting, how they are salted, 
and when it is permitted for priests to use the salt in the Temple for the purpose of 
eating the offerings. 


With regard to the case of mixtures of meal offerings, the Gemara states some novel 
halakhot that apply to mixtures in general, particularly with regard to the definition of 
the concept of a substance in contact with the same type of substance and a substance 

in contact with a different type of substance. As far as meal offerings are concerned, 
the conclusion is that in the case of a mixture of items that are sacrificed on the altar, 
the different components of the mixture do not nullify one another. Consequently, 
if handfuls of meal offerings became intermingled, or intermingled with meal offer- 
ings that are entirely burned, the whole mixture should be sacrificed upon the altar. 
Furthermore, if a handful became intermingled with the remainder of a meal offering, 
which is not sacrificed on the altar, it is not permitted to burn this mixture, but if one 

nevertheless sacrificed it, the owner has fulfilled his obligation. 


Summary of 
Perek Ill 
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In a case of two meal offerings that became intermingled, if one can remove a separate 
handful from each, they are fit; if not, they are unfit. One may not consecrate a meal 
offering in two separate vessels; rather, the meal offering must be joined together. 
Apropos this ruling, the Gemara discussed at length the halakha of a vessel that 
combines all its contents with regard to sacrificial matters despite the fact that the 
various parts are not in contact with one another. 


On the topic of ritual impurity, the Gemara stated that if a handful contracted ritual 
impurity, it is not permitted to sacrifice it, but if one nevertheless sacrificed it, the 
owner of the meal offering has fulfilled his obligation. The reason is that the frontplate 
worn by the High Priest effects acceptance of the meal offering. Despite this, if one 
intentionally rendered the handful impure, the Sages prohibited the remainder in 
consumption. Ifthe entire remainder contracted ritual impurity, or ifit was burned 
or lost, one may not sacrifice the handful, as the rite of the handful depends on the 
existence of the remainder. Some say that in a case where the remainder became 
impure, the frontplate effects acceptance after the fact. If part of the remainder 
remains and is valid, one sacrifices the handful ab initio. 


Another halakha established in this chapter is that a meal offering must first be placed 
in a vessel before the handful is removed, and likewise the handful must be placed in 
a service vessel and one must sacrifice it in a service vessel. All these requirements are 
indispensable. It is permitted for the priests to eat the remainder of a meal offering 
from the time the fire of the altar takes holds of the majority of the handful. 


In the second section of the chapter it is stated that the various portions of a meal 
offering, i.e., the tenth of an ephah of flour, the handful, and the frankincense, invali- 
date the meal offering if part of one of the elements is lacking, even if most of it is 
present. Likewise, the absence of any of them prevents fulfillment of the mitzva 
with the others. Incidental to this halakha, the Gemara listed several cases involving 
offerings and other mitzvot that consist of different parts, either various items or 
multiple actions, where each of these parts is indispensable to the fulfillment of the 
mitzva as a whole. In this context, the Candelabrum in the Temple was discussed at 
length, with regard to both the matters that are indispensable for its construction as 
well as its form and its various components. 


The mitzvot of mezuza and phylacteries were also analyzed in this chapter. This is 
the most comprehensive discussion of these halakhot in the Talmud, as there is no 
tractate devoted to the details of these mitzvot except for minor tractates that are not 
part of the Mishna and for which there is no Gemara. The issues discussed in this 
context were the halakhot of the Torah passages included in a mezuza and phylacter- 
ies, the manner of their writing, and the appropriate method for preparing them. 
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And the Lord spoke to Moses, saying: Speak to the children of Israel, 
and command them that they prepare for themselves throughout 
their generations strings on the corners of their garments, and they 
shall put on the fringe of the corner a sky-blue thread. And it shall 
be to you for a fringe, that you may look upon it, and remember all 
the commandments of the Lord, and do them; and that you go not 
about after your own heart and your own eyes, after which you use 
to go astray; that you may remember and do all My mitzvot, and 
be holy to your God. I am the Lord your God, who brought you 
out of the land of Egypt, to be your God: I am the Lord your God. 

(Numbers 15:37-41) 


You shall not wear diverse kinds, wool and linen together. You shall 
prepare for yourself twisted cords upon the four corners of your 
covering, with which you cover yourself. 


(Deuteronomy 22:11-12) 


This is the offering of Aaron and of his sons, which they shall offer 
to the Lord in the day when he is anointed: The tenth-part of an 
ephah of fine flour for a meal offering perpetually, half of it in the 
morning, and half of it in the evening. On a griddle it shall be made 
with oil; when it is soaked, you shall bring it in; in broken pieces 
shall you offer the meal offering for a pleasing aroma to the Lord. 
And the anointed priest that shall be in his stead from among his 
sons shall offer it, it is a statute forever; it shall be wholly made to 
smoke to the Lord. 

(Leviticus 6:13-15) 


This chapter, like the one that precedes it, includes a compilation of halakhot pertain- 
ing to mitzvot that have multiple components. Chapter Four focuses on components 
of mitzvot that can function independently, such that the lack of one component 
does not prevent the fulfillment of the mitzva with another component. 


The beginning of the chapter deals with the white and sky-blue strings of ritual fringes, 
and the phylacteries worn on the arm and head. It goes on to discuss the relationship 
between offerings sacrificed on the same day, such as the daily offering and the addi- 
tional offerings. Similarly, it discusses the relationship between the various additional 
offerings themselves. It also addresses the two loaves, i.e., the communal offering 
on Shavuot of two loaves from the new wheat, and the communal peace offering 
of two sheep that accompanies the two loaves on Shavuot. These loaves and sheep 
are separate from the additional offering sacrificed on Shavuot as on other Festivals. 


There is also a similar discussion concerning offerings that are sacrificed in two 
halves, split between the morning and the afternoon, such as the daily offerings 
and the incense. Are the two halves considered two components of one mitzva or 
two independent mitzvot? This leads into a tangential in-depth discussion of the 
griddle-cake offering of the High Priest, which is also sacrificed half in the morning 
and half in the afternoon. 


Introduction to 
Perek IV 
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MISHNA The absence of the sky-blue [tekhelet]® 


strings does not prevent fulfillment of the 
mitzva" of ritual fringes with the white strings, and the absence of 
white strings does not prevent fulfillment of the mitzva with the 
sky-blue strings. If one has only one, he wears it without the other. 
Absence of the phylacteries of the arm does not prevent fulfillment 
of the mitzva of the phylacteries of the head," and absence of 
the phylacteries of the head does not prevent fulfillment of the 
mitzva of the phylacteries of the arm. If one has only one, he dons 
it without the other. 


GEMARA The Gemara suggests: Let us say that the 


mishna is not in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. As it is taught in a baraita: When the 
verse requires one to place white and sky-blue strings upon the 
corners of his garments and then states: “That you may look upon 
it” (Numbers 15:39), it teaches that the lack of either one prevents 
fulfillment of the mitzva with the other; this is the statement of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. But the Rabbis say: The lack of one does 
not prevent the fulfillment of the mitzva with the other. 


The Gemara inquires: What is the reasoning of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi, i.e., how does he derive his ruling from this verse? The 
Gemara explains: As it is written: “And they shall put on the fringe 
of the corner a sky-blue thread” (Numbers 15:38). “The fringe of the 
corner” is a reference to strings that are of the same type as the 
corner of the garment. Since garments are usually white, this phrase 
is referring to white strings. And it is written in this same verse: “A 
sky-blue thread.” And the Merciful One states in the following 
verse, referring to both types of strings: “And it shall be to you for a 
fringe that you may look upon it” (Numbers 15:39), in the singular. 
This teaches that one does not fulfill his obligation until both types 
are present together. 


NOTES 


Does not prevent fulfillment of the mitzva — naaya AK: 
According to Rashi, this case of ritual fringes is not parallel to 
the case in the mishna with regard to phylacteries. In the case of 
phylacteries, one simply dons whichever one of the phylacteries 
he has and does not don the one he does not have. In the case of 
ritual fringes, one is always required to insert four strings into the 
garment. Consequently, if one does not have white or sky-blue 
strings, one does not insert fewer strings but rather adds to the 
number of strings of the color that he does have. The language 
of the Rambam seems to indicate otherwise (see Rambam Sefer 
Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 1:4, and Kesef Mishne there and on 1:18). 


The absence of the sky-blue strings does not prevent fulfill- 
ment of the mitzva of ritual fringes with the white strings - 
java mx nazvy nayg nyam: The Gemara (41b) concludes that 
four strings are inserted into a hole near the corner of the gar- 


The absence of the sky-blue strings does not prevent fulfill- 
ment of the mitzva of ritual fringes with the white strings - 
taba DX NADY AYY nhang: : The absence of the sky-blue strings 

in the ritual fringes does not prevent fulfillment of the mitzva 

with the white strings, and the absence of the white strings does 

not prevent fulfillment of the mitzva with the sky-blue strings. 
Consequently, if one does not have sky-blue strings, he fashions 

his ritual fringes using four white strings. Similarly, if he does 

not have any white strings, he fashions his ritual fringes using 

four sky-blue strings. So too, if one had both white and sky-blue 

strings, but the white strings broke off and only the sky-blue 

strings remained, they are still fit. This is in accordance with the 

mishna as interpreted by Rava (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Tzitzit 1:4; Arukh HaShulhan, Orah Hayyim 9:3). 


HALAKHA 


ment, so that the strings are doubled over to form eight strings, 
with which the windings and knots are formed. 


Absence of the phylacteries of the arm does not prevent ful- 
fillment of the mitzva of the phylacteries of the head - my90 
vx by DX Naya AK T bw: Despite the implicit comparison 

between phylacteries and ritual fringes in the mishna, there 

is a fundamental difference between them. The phylacteries 

of the head and the arm are donned in two distinct acts and 

constitute two independent mitzvot. Consequently, a separate 

blessing is recited for each (see 36b), and the Rambam, in his Sefer 
HaMitzvot, enumerates these obligations as two of the 613 mitz- 
vot. By contrast, although the white and sky-blue strings are not 
dependent on each other, they are actually two components of 
the same mitzva, and one fulfills both components simultane- 
ously when he dons the garment (Responsa of the Rivash 137). 


Absence of the phylacteries of the arm does not prevent ful- 
fillment of the mitzva of the phylacteries of the head - men 
vrs by my naay aig T by: Absence of the phylacteries of the 
head does not prevent fulfillment of the mitzva of the phylacter- 
ies of the arm, and absence of the phylacteries of the arm does 
not prevent fulfillment of the mitzva of the phylacteries of the 
head, since they are two independent mitzvot. Therefore, if an 
individual has only one of the phylacteries, he wears the one 
that he has and recites the appropriate blessing (Rambam Sefer 
Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 4:4; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 26:1). 
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BACKGROUND 

Sky-blue [tekhelet] - nban: Tekhelet is mentioned numer- 
ous times in the Bible and by the Sages. It is not the name 
of a particular color, as in modern Hebrew usage, but 
rather refers to wool dyed with a particular substance. 
Based upon references in the Bible, statements of the 
Sages, and other sources, it is clear that tekhelet was a 
rare commodity, used primarily as a dye for the clothing 
of royalty and other extremely prominent individuals. 

This dye was prepared from a species known as hilazon 
(see 44b). It was produced mostly in the tribal territory 
of Zebulun, along the northern coast of Eretz Yisrael and 
up to Tyre, in areas where the hilazon could be caught. It 
is known from various sources that the ancient Phoeni- 
cians, who lived on the coast of what is today Lebanon, 
were also involved in the production and sale of tekhelet. 
Archeological discoveries along the coast of Eretz Yisrael 
have confirmed the existence of the dye industry, includ- 
ing the production of tekhelet and the purple dye known 
as argaman. 

Over time the production of tekhelet dwindled, due 
both to the lower cost and greater availability of plant- 
derived alternatives and to various limitations that the 
Romans and Byzantines attached to the production of 
tekhelet. It continued to be used in ritual fringes during 
he talmudic era, but by the era of the geonim tekhelet 
was no longer available, and the tradition of tekhelet was 
ost. 

In recent generations, there has been a renewed effort 
o identify the hilazon used for tekhelet and to prepare 
dye for use in ritual fringes. The most widely accepted 
identification is the Murex trunculus snail, and this iden- 
ification is corroborated by archeological evidence and 
chemical analysis. 


Wool dyed with the secretions of the Murex trunculus 
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NOTES 


Necessary only with regard to granting precedence — 
D1 Kby x7% xb: Rashi interprets this to mean that 
one is supposed to insert the white strings into the hole 
in the garment before inserting the blue string, yet if he 
inserts the blue string first, he still fulfills the mitzva. Tosafot 
challenge this explanation on the grounds that the order 
in which the strings were inserted is not evident when 
looking at the final product. They therefore interpret this 
Gemara as stating that it is proper to begin the windings 
with a white string and then to perform some windings 
with the sky-blue string (Shita Mekubbetzet). This also 
seems to be the interpretation of the Rambam (see Ram- 
bam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 1:7). 


HALAKHA 


Necessary only with regard to granting precedence — 
Ip xbx KIWI xd: After inserting the four strings into the 

corner of the garment, one takes a white string and wraps it 

once around the other strings. He then takes the sky-blue 

string and wraps it around the other strings (Rambam Sefer 
Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 1:7). 


Perek IV 
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NOTES 


According to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi the 
absence of one prevents, etc. — 3) 13% 03% ra: Since 
the Gemara is interpreting the mishna as referring to the 
issue discussed in this baraita and in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, the baraita needs to be 
understood in accordance with his opinion. Tosafot add 
that the baraita is even more difficult according to the 
opinion of the Rabbis: Since they hold that even if one does 
not have one of the types of strings at all he can fulfill the 
mitzva with the other, it would be difficult to understand 
why one has omitted the mitzva if he merely inserted the 
sky-blue strings before inserting the white ones. 


That statement of the mishna is necessary only in the 
case of a garment that consists entirely of sky-blue 
wool — han naw mye wre K313 xb: It appears that 
the citation of Rami bar Hama’s interpretation was placed 
here erroneously and was transposed from later in the text, 
where this same statement appears (see Shita Mekubbetzet). 
When the Gemara states: This was also stated, it means to 
say that amora’im interpreted the mishna as referring to the 
order in which the white and sky-blue strings are inserted 
into the garment. The Gemara then asks how the mishna’s 
second statement can be understood according to this 
interpretation, and then quotes the explanation of Rami bar 
Hama. Rashi also interprets the Gemara in this manner. 


LANGUAGE 


Aryokh — Jit: Aryokh is the ancient name of one of the 
powerful kings who invaded Eretz Yisrael in the time of 
Abraham (see Genesis 14:1). It is also the name of one of 
ebuchadnezzar's officers (see Daniel 2:15). This nickname 
was given to Shmuel because he was treated as a king 
or ruler, due to the fact that his rulings are accepted in 
monetary law (Bekhorot 49b), just as the edicts of a ruler are 
binding. Rashi here explains that Aryokh refers to a king, as 
in the verse describing Judah, the tribe of kingship: “Judah 
is a lion [aryeh] cub” (Genesis 49:9). In tractate Shabbat (53a) 
Rashi explains that it derives from the word reikha, meaning 

ing (Bava Batra 4a). Reikha is derived in turn from the Latin 
word for king, rex. 
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The Gemara asks: And how do the Rabbis, who hold that the one 
can fulfill one obligation without the other, understand this verse? 
The Gemara answers: They hold that the phrase “that you may 
look upon it” indicates that one fulfills a mitzva with each one 
individually. 


The Gemara concludes its initial suggestion: Shall we say that the 
mishna, which states that one can fulfill the mitzva with either white 
or sky-blue strings even in the absence of the other, is not in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi? The Gemara 
responds: Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: You may even say that 
the mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi, and the ruling of the mishna is necessary only with regard 
to granting precedence." The white strings should precede the 
blue strings, but if the order is reversed, one still fulfills the mitzva. 


This is as it is taught in a baraita: It is a mitzva to insert the white 
strings into the garment before inserting the sky-blue strings, but 
if one inserted the sky-blue strings before the white strings, he 
fulfilled his obligation but omitted the mitzva. The Gemara asks: 
What does the baraita mean by the phrase: Omitted the mitzva? 


If we say that the individual omitted the mitzva of white strings 
and fulfilled only the mitzva of sky-blue strings, how is this pos- 
sible? According to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, the 
absence of either one prevents" fulfillment of the mitzva with the 
other, and therefore in this case one would not fulfill any mitzva at 
all. 


The Gemara answers that Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: It means 
that he omitted a mitzva but nevertheless performed a mitzva. 
And what does it mean that he omitted a mitzva? It means that he 
did not perform the mitzva in the optimal manner because he did 
not insert the white strings first, but he did fulfill the mitzva of ritual 
fringes. 


The Gemara asks: This works out well with regard to the mishna’s 
statement that absence of the white strings does not prevent fulfill- 
ment of the mitzva with the sky-blue strings, which has been inter- 
preted to mean that failing to insert the white strings before the 
sky-blue strings does not invalidate the ritual fringes. But what is 
the meaning of the mishna’s statement that the absence of sky-blue 
strings does not prevent fulfillment of the mitzva with the white 
strings? 


Rami bar Hama said: That statement of the mishna is necessary 
only in the case of a garment that consists entirely of sky-blue 
wool." In such a case, one is supposed to insert the sky-blue strings 
before the white strings. 


The Gemara notes that this was also stated by amora’im: Levi said 
to Shmuel: Aryokh,' do not sit on your feet until you explain to 
me this matter: When the mishna states that the absence of the 
sky-blue strings does not prevent fulfillment of the mitzva of ritual 
fringes with the white strings, and the absence of white strings 
does not prevent fulfillment of the mitzva with the sky-blue strings, 
what does it mean? Shmuel said to Levi: That statement is neces- 
sary only in the case of a linen cloak on which one places ritual 
fringes, where there is a mitzva to insert the white strings first. 
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What is the reason for this? The verse states: “And they shall put on 
the fringe of the corner a sky-blue thread” (Numbers 15:38). “The 
fringe of the corner” is a reference to the string that is the same type 
as the corner of the garment. In the case of a linen cloak, which is 
generally white, this is a reference to the white strings, and since the 
verse mentions “the fringe of the corner” before the sky-blue thread, 
the white strings must be inserted before the sky-blue strings. The 
mishna therefore teaches that if one inserted the sky-blue strings 
before the white strings, we have no problem with it after the fact, 
and the ritual fringes are valid. 


The Gemara asks: This works out well with regard to the mishna’s 
statement that absence of the white strings does not prevent fulfill- 
ment of the mitzva with the sky-blue strings. But what is the mean- 
ing of the mishna’s statement that the absence of sky-blue strings 
does not prevent fulfillment of the mitzva with the white strings? 


Rami bar Hama said to him:" That statement of the mishna is 
necessary only in the case of a garment that consists entirely of 
sky-blue wool, where it is a mitzva to insert the sky-blue strings 
first, as the phrase: “The fringe of the corner” indicates that the first 
strings one inserts into the garment are those that are the same type 
as the corner of the garment. The mishna therefore teaches that if 
one inserted the white strings first, we have no problem with it after 
the fact, and the ritual fringes are fit. 


Rava said: Is it actually the color of the garment that determines 
the proper order’ in which one should insert the strings? Rather, 
Rava said: The ruling of the mishna is necessary only for a case of 
severed strings. The mishna teaches that if the sky-blue strings were 
severed and the white ones remain, or if the white strings were 
severed and the sky-blue strings remain," we have no problem with 
it, and the ritual fringes are fit. 


As the sons of Rabbi Hiyya say: Severed white or sky-blue strings 
are fit,"" and similarly, severed hyssop branches" are fit for sprin- 
kling the water of purification mixed with the ashes of a red heifer. 
The Gemara asks: What measure do severed strings need to be" in 
order to remain fit? Bar Hamduri says that Shmuel says: The strings 
must remain long enough to tie them in a slipknot. 


NOTES 


Rami bar Hama said to him - Kap 32 121 ab TAX: It is noted 
in the Shita Mekubbetzet that the term: To him, appears to have 


been added in error in this sentence. 


that Rava disagrees with the basic premise that ritual fringes 
must include two different colors. The Torah requires strings that 
are the same color as the garment and strings that are sky-blue. 
If the garment is sky-blue, then all of the ritual fringes would be 


Is it actually the color of the garment that determines the 
proper order — wY XP NYY 72: Some commentaries hold 
hat Rava disagrees with the assertion that the strings that are 
he same type as the corner of the garment are those that are 
he same color; Rava holds that this is determined based on 
he material from which the garment and the strings are made 
(Responsa of the Rashba 3:280; see Tosafot on 41b). Conversely, 
Rashi holds that Rava agrees that the strings that are the same 
ype as the corner of the garment are those that are the same 
color, but Rava holds that since most garments were white 
when the verse was written, the Torah’s intention in stating 
hat one should first insert the strings that are the color of the 
garment and then insert the sky-blue strings is that one should 
always insert the white strings and then the sky-blue ones, 
regardless of whether or not the garment is actually white (see 
Shita Mekubbetzet and Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 2:8 in 
the comment of the Ra’avad). There are also those who suggest 


sky-blue (Sefat Emet). 


Severed white or sky-blue strings are fit — j>wa nhan MIT: 
This is because by Torah law even a string of minimal length 
is fit; it was the Sages who required longer strings in order to 
fulfill the mitzva in a more honorable fashion. In a case where 
one affixed strings of the proper length and then they became 
severed, the Sages did not require one to take the trouble to 
replace them (Levush). 


What measure do severed strings need to be - "yw mad) 
paiT: According to Rashi, as cited in Tosafot and Shita Mekub- 
betzet, this is referring to the strings that hang loose after the 
windings and knots. Tosafot, citing Rabbeinu Yitzhak, and many 
other commentaries hold that this is referring to the section of 
the strings that includes the windings and knots. These com- 
mentaries adduce proof to their opinion from the Sifrei. 
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HALAKHA 


If the white strings were severed and the sky-blue strings 
remain — nban NPI Ww DAWN N: Ifthe white strings were 
severed and only the sky- blue strings remain, the ritual 
fringes are still fit. This is in accordance with the mishna 
as interpreted by Rava (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 
1:4). 


Severed white or sky-blue strings are fit — nan iT 
pwa: Even if all of the ritual fringes on one corner of a gar- 
ment are severed, as long as each one is still long enough to 
be wrapped around the other strings and tied in a slipknot, 
the ritual fringes are fit. If any one of the four strings that 
are initially inserted into the garment is severed on both 
sides to the point that it cannot be wrapped around the 
other strings and tied in a slipknot, it is unfit. According to 
Rabbeinu Tam, the ritual fringes remain fit only if two of the 
original four strings are fully intact, and there is enough of 
he severed strings left to wind around the other strings and 
ie in a slipknot. If three of the eight loose hanging strings 
become severed, one must be concerned that they are 
rom three of the four original strings. Consequently, even 
if they are long enough to wrap around the other strings 
and tie in a slipknot, one must be concerned that the ritual 
ringes are unfit. It is preferable to act in accordance with 
his stringent opinion. 

According to Rashi, in order for a severed string to 
remain fit, there must be enough of the loose hanging part 
of the string remaining to wrap around the other strings 
and tie in a slipknot. According to Rabbeinu Yitzhak, even 
if the entire loose hanging part of the string is severed but 
part of the string remains in the section of the windings, 
the string remains fit. The custom is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rashi, and therefore one may rely on the 
opinion of Rabbeinu Yitzhak only when there is no other 
option (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 1:18; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 12:1, 3). 


Severed hyssop branches — ait mait: Even if the stems 
of the hyssop separate and the leaves fall off, as long as 
any amount remains, the hyssop is still fit for use with the 
water of purification (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para 
Aduma 11:4). 
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NOTES 


If one does not have sky-blue strings he affixes white 
strings - Ey ra nban b px: The baraita (38a) states: But the 
Rabbis say: The lack of one does not prevent the fulfillment 
of the mitzva with the other. This indicates that even if one 
acks white strings, he nevertheless affixes sky-blue strings. 
The Rambam holds that although one can affix white strings 
in the absence of sky-blue strings, he cannot affix sky-blue 
strings in the absence of white strings. The reason for this is 
hat the verse states: “And they shall put on the fringe of the 
corner a sky-blue thread” (Numbers 15:38). This indicates that 
he “sky-blue thread” is affixed to a garment only if it also con- 
ains “the fringe of the corner, i.e. white strings (Sefat Emet). 


To tie a knot after each and every set of windings — awe 
xem xan bs by: The ritual fringes are prepared by insert- 
ing four strings into a hole near the corner of the garment, 
thereby in effect creating eight strings that hang down from 
the hole. Then one ties a double knot, takes one of the strings, 
and wraps it several times around the others, thereby creat- 
ing a set of windings. Several sets of windings are formed 
in this fashion; the precise number will be discussed in the 
Gemara (39b). One then ties a double knot, or, according to 
the Halakhot Gedolot, a triple knot, and the remainder of the 
strings are left to hang loose. Rava teaches that one must 
place a double knot between each set of windings, and he 
may not merely distinguish between the sets by leaving 
space between them (Beit Yosef, based on Rambam) or by 
means of a single knot (Hazon Ish) or by alternating the colors 
of the strings used for the sets of windings (Keli! Tekhelet). 


Sets of J 
windings — 


POLLETT ees, 


-q 


Loose strings 


Tied fringes 


Once the uppermost knot is undone — mb WRT [PD 
wy: This is referring to the final knot, which separates the 
windings and the free-hanging strings. It is referred to as the 
uppermost knot because it is the top of the portion contain- 
ing the windings when one gathers the ritual fringes by the 
ends and lifts them (Shita Mekubbetzet). Others suggest that 
it is called uppermost because it is above the parts of the 
strings that hang loose (Mordekhai). Rava's point is that if the 
strings are severed up to the last knot, the knot will become 
undone, and then the windings will also become undone 
(Rashi; and see Tosafot). 
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A dilemma was raised before the Sages: When Shmuel says that 
severed strings must still be long enough to tie them in a slipknot, 
does that mean to tie all of the strings together in a slipknot? Or 
perhaps the strings may be even shorter, provided that they are long 
enough to tie each one individually. The Gemara concludes: The 
dilemma shall stand unresolved. 


Rav Ashi asks: If the strings are thick and cannot be tied in a 
slipknot, but if they were the same length but thin they could be 
tied in a slipknot, what is their status? Rav Aha, son of Rava, said 
to Rav Ashi: If the strings are long enough to be fit if they are thin, 
all the more so they are fit if they are thick, as the mitzva one fulfills 
with them is more recognizable" with thicker strings. 


The Gemara cited the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who holds 
that one cannot fulfill the mitzva of ritual fringes without both white 
and sky-blue strings, and the Gemara explained that the mishna can 
be interpreted in accordance with his opinion. The Gemara now 
asks: Who is the tanna who disagrees with Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
and holds that the sky-blue strings and the white strings are not 
interdependent? The Gemara answers: It is this following tanna, as 
it is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yitzhak says in the name of Rabbi 
Natan, who said in the name of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, who said 
in the name of Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri: If one does not have 
sky-blue strings, he nevertheless affixes white strings." 


Rava said: Learn from the sons of Rabbi Hiyya that one is required 
to tie a knot after each and every set of windings,” and one cannot 
suffice with only one knot at the end of all the windings. As, if it 
enters your mind to say that one is not required to tie a knot after 
each set of windings, then that which the sons of Rabbi Hiyya say: 
Severed white or sky-blue strings are fit, and similarly, severed 
hyssop branches are fit, is difficult: Once the uppermost knot 
is undone," all of the windings on the entire corner will come 
undone, as there are no other knots holding the windings in place, 
and in that case the garment will not have valid ritual fringes. 


HALAKHA 


As the mitzva one fulfills with them is more recognizable — 
YTY 2M7: If the ritual fringes that became severed are 
thick and cannot be wound around the other strings and tied in 
a slipknot, but they are long enough that one could do so if the 
severed strings were thinner, they remain fit. The determination 
of whether the severed strings are long enough is calculated 
based upon whether strings of average thickness could be 
wound around the other strings and tied in a slipknot (Shu/han 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 12:2, and in the comment of Rema). 


If one does not have sky-blue strings he affixes white 
strings - EY Dun nban b px: The absence of the sky-blue 
string in the ritual fringes does not prevent fulfillment of the 
mitzva with the white strings. Consequently, if one does not 
have sky-blue strings, he ties four white strings to his garment. 
According to Rashi, if he has no white strings, he ties four sky- 
blue strings to his garment. The halakha is in accordance with 
the opinion of the Rabbis who disagree with Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi; although the halakha is in accordance with Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi when he disagrees with one of his colleagues, 
that is not the case when he disagrees with multiple colleagues 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 1:4; Arukh HaShulhan, Orah 
Hayyim 9:3). 
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The Gemara rejects this proof: Perhaps the sons of Rabbi Hiyya 
were referring to a case where one tied knots between the sets of 
windings even though there is no obligation to do so. 


And Rabba says: Learn from it" that the uppermost knot" in the 
ritual fringes is required by Torah law." As, if it enters your mind 
to say that it is by rabbinic law, whereas by Torah law it is sufficient 
to merely insert the strings into the hole without tying any knots, 
for what reason was it necessary for the Torah to permit placing 
wool ritual fringes on a linen cloak?" It is obvious that it is permit- 
ted, since if one attaches a swatch of wool and a swatch of linen with 
a single connection, it is not considered a connection" with regard 
to the prohibition against wearing a garment that includes both 
wool and linen. Rather, learn from it that the uppermost knot is 


required by Torah law. 


Learn from it — 73 yraw: Although this expression is generally 
used to draw a conclusion from a previously cited statement 
or ruling, in this instance it refers to the upcoming statement 
that it was necessary for the Torah to permit one to affix wool 
strings to a linen garment, which is an exception to the general 
prohibition against wearing garments containing both wool 
and linen. 


The uppermost knot - Why wy: Rashi explains that that this 
refers to the knot that is tied after the windings (B). Rabba's 
point is that Torah law requires one to tie a knot with the ritual 
fringes. If one is going to tie only one knot, it makes sense to 
tie it after the windings so that the knot will keep the windings 
from unraveling. Another version of Rashi’s opinion (Sanhedrin 
88b, cited by Josafot here) is that Rabba is referring to the knot 
that is tied immediately after one inserts the strings into the 
garment (A). This explanation also appears in the Responsa 
of the Geonim. 

The knot is formed by tying the four strings that are on one 
side of the garment with the four strings that are on the other 
side in a single knot, double knot, or triple knot. Many early 
commentaries hold that the knot is formed differently: One 
winds one of the strings around the others, then tucks that 
same string underneath the windings and pulls it taut (Rab- 
beinu Yehonatan of Lunel; see also Keli! Tekhelet). 


Uppermost knot according to Rashi’s interpretations in tractate Sanhedrin (A) 
and here (B) 


NOTES 


Untied strings of the ritual fringes 


For what reason was it necessary for the Torah to permit 
placing wool ritual fringes on a linen cloak - Jy ts Na 
yey pp won: Rashi explains that this is indicated by the 
Torah's juxtaposition of the verse: “You shall not wear diverse 
kinds, wool and linen together” (Deuteronomy 22:11) to: “You 
shall prepare yourself twisted cords upon the four corners of 
your covering, with which you cover yourself” (Deuteronomy 
22:12). This juxtaposition indicates that the prohibition against 
wearing wool and linen in the same garment is suspended, 
when necessary, for the purpose of affixing ritual fringes. Others 
hold that Rabba is not referring to the juxtaposition of the verses 
themselves but to the fact that the Sages found it necessary to 
call attention to the permissibility of affixing wool strings to a 
linen garment (Shita Mekubbetzet). If Torah law did not require 
any knots in the ritual fringes, it would be possible to fulfill the 
mitzva without tying any knots, in which case no dispensation 
from the prohibition against wearing wool and linen would 
be necessary. 


HALAKHA 
The uppermost knot in the ritual fringes is required by 
Torah law — Koris by wy: If one forms one set of 
windings and then ties a knot, his ritual fringes are fit for 
the mitzva according to Torah law. Therefore, it is permitted 
to wear such a garment in the public domain on Shabbat 
and to recite the blessing on it. Some authorities say that 
the knot that is tied before the windings is required by Torah 
law, and it is appropriate to take their opinion into account 
ab initio (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 11:13, and see Magen 
Avraham and Mishna Berura there). 


A single connection, it is not considered a connection — 
WN ite NN TVN: If one attaches a swatch of wool and 
a swatch of linen with a single connection, it is not deemed 
a violation of the prohibition of diverse kinds of wool and 
linen (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Kilayim 10:24; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 300:2). 
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HALAKHA 
Ifa string was severed at its base — pin] PDD) ON 
spn: If even one of the ritual fringes was sev- 
ered at its base, i.e., where the strings are inserted 
into the garment, the ritual fringes are unfit (Ram- 
bam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 1:18; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 12:3). 


The string used for winding is counted in the 
quota of ritual fringes - pan ja mdi TRW vin: 
The strings used for the windings around the ritual 
fringes are counted in the quota of eight strings 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 1:7). 


And even if he wound only one set of wind- 
ings — nny wan sby ma ia xd tyr: Even 
if one formed only a ‘single set of windings, the 
ritual fringes are fit (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Tzitzit 1:8; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 11:13). 


The finest way to affix the white and sky-blue 
strings — nbpn »43: The finest way to affix the 
ritual fringes i is to ensure that the windings and 
knots compose one-third of the length of the 
strings and to let the strings hang loose for two- 
thirds of their total length. If the majority of the 
length of the strings consists of windings and 
knots, the ritual fringes remain fit. If the entire 
length of the strings is taken up with windings 
and knots, the ritual fringes are unfit (Rambam 
Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 1:8; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 11:14; Magen Avraham 11:20). 
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§ Rabba bar Rav Adda says that Rav Adda says that Rav says: If 
a string was severed at its base," i.e., where it is connected to the 
garment, the ritual fringes are unfit. Rav Nahman sat in the study 
hall and stated this halakha. Rava raised an objection to Rav 
Nahman from a baraita: In what case is this statement said, i.e., 
that there is a minimum length required for the strings? That is only 
when the strings are initially affixed to the garment. But in the 
end, i.e., after the strings are affixed in an acceptable manner, its 
remainder and its severed strings are fit at any length. 


The Gemara clarifies: What is its remainder and what are its sev- 
ered strings? What, is it not that when the baraita mentions its 
remainder’ it is referring to a case where parts of the strings were 
severed and parts of them remain, and when the baraita mentions 
its severed strings it is referring to a case where the strings were 
completely severed, and nevertheless the strings are fit for the 
mitzva? 


The Gemara responds to Rava’s objection: No, the tanna of the 
baraita is teaching one halakha, and the baraita should be under- 
stood as follows: The remainder of its severed strings are fit at any 
length. The Gemara asks: If so, let the baraita simply say: Its sev- 
ered strings are fit at any length; why do I need the mention of its 
remainder? This teaches us that we require a remainder of its 
severed strings long enough to wrap them around the other strings 
and tie them in a slipknot. 


§ Rabba sat in the study hall and said in the name of Rav: The 
string used for winding around the other strings is counted in the 
quota of ritual fringes," i.e., it is one of the eight strings on each 
corner, and there is no need to have an additional string for winding. 
Rav Yosef said to Rabba: Shmuel said it, and not Rav. This was 
also stated by another amora: Rabba bar bar Hana says: Rabbi 
Yoshiya of Usha told me that the string used for winding around 
the other strings is counted in the quota of ritual fringes. 


Rava sat in the study hall and said in the name of Shmuel: If one 
wound the majority of the white and the sky-blue strings" instead 
of leaving the larger portion of the strings hanging loose beyond the 
windings, the ritual fringes are nevertheless fit. Rav Yosef said to 
Rava: Rav said it, and not Shmuel. The Gemara supports Rav 
Yosef’s version from that which was also stated: Rav Huna bar 
Yehuda says that Rav Sheshet says that Rav Yirmeya bar Abba says 
that Rav says: If one wound the majority of the white and the 
sky-blue strings, the ritual fringes are nevertheless fit. 


Rav Hiyya, son of Rav Natan, teaches this discussion like this: Rav 
Huna says that Rav Sheshet says that Rav Yirmeya bar Abba says 
that Rav says: If one wound the majority of the white and the 
sky-blue strings, the ritual fringes are nevertheless fit. And even if 
he wound only one set of windings," the ritual fringes are fit. But 
the finest way to affix the white and sky-blue strings" is to ensure 
that one-third of the length of the strings is windings and two- 
thirds are loose hanging strings. 


What, is it not that when the baraita mentions its remainder, 
etc. = ID VY wh a: Rashi explains that the Gemara is saying 
that when the baraita mentions a remainder it means that part of 
each fringe still remains, and when the baraita mentions strings that 
were severed it is referring to strings that were completely severed. 
Tosafot claim that both terms mean that the string was completely 
severed, but in the case of the remainder there are other strings 


that still remain. 
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NOTES 


If one wound the majority of the white and the sky-blue strings — 
Aa JV mban: Rashi points out that here, as is often the case, the 

Gemara explicitly mentions the sky-blue strings, but is actually refer- 
ring to the white strings as well. The Rambam holds that the Gemara 

is referring specifically to the sky-blue string, as he maintains that this 

is the only string that one winds around the others. The case is where 

one used the sky-blue string to create windings around the other 

strings for the majority of the length of those strings. 
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The Gemara asks: And what is the measure of a set of windings? It 

is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: It is such that 

one winds once and winds a second and third time, i.e., each set 

must contain at least three windings. It was taught: One who mini- 
mizes the sets of windings may not have fewer than seven sets," 

and one who adds to this number of sets may not have more than 

thirteen sets of windings. 


The Gemara provides explanations for these guidelines: One who 
minimizes the sets of windings may not wind fewer than seven 
sets, corresponding to the seven firmaments." And one who adds 
to this number of sets may not wind more than thirteen sets of 
windings, corresponding to the seven firmaments and the six air 
spaces between them. 


It was taught: When one begins to form the windings, he begins 
winding with a white string." This is because the verse indicates that 
one first inserts “the fringe of the corner” (Numbers 15:38), i.e., the 
white strings, which are of the same type as the corner of the gar- 
ment. And when he concludes the windings, he concludes with a 
white string, in accordance with the principle: One elevates to a 
higher level in matters of sanctity and does not downgrade." 


§ The Gemara relates: Rav and Rabba bar bar Hana were sitting 
together. A certain man was passing by wearing a cloak that was 
made entirely of sky-blue wool, on which he had affixed white and 
sky-blue strings, 


NOTES 


May not wind fewer than seven sets, corresponding to the 
firmaments are ae in ‘tractate Hagiga a The rela- 
tionship between the ritual fringes and the firmaments can be 
understood based on the Gemara (43b) that states that sky-blue 
wool is placed in ritual fringes because its color resembles that of 
the sea, which in turn resembles the firmament, which resembles 
the Throne of Glory. 

Early commentaries write that in times when sky-blue wool is 
not available, there is no need for seven sets of windings. Instead, 
it became customary to tie five double knots and four sets of 
windings between the knots (Rashi; Rosh). 

Tosafot maintain that even when there were sky-blue strings 
there were only five knots: A knot after the strings are inserted 
into the garment, then two sets of windings and another knot, 
two more sets of windings and a knot, two more sets of windings 
and a knot, followed by one set of windings and one final knot. 
According to this interpretation, when Rava said (38a) that one 
is required to tie a knot after each and every set of windings, he 
meant every double set of white and sky-blue windings. 

The Ra’avad cites an entirely different understanding of this 
Gemara in the name of Rav Natronai Gaon. He understands the 
range of seven to thirteen as referring to the number of windings 
in each set, rather than to the total number of sets of windings. 
This is the basis for the common practice to have seven windings 
in the first set of windings, followed by sets of eight and eleven 
windings, and culminating with thirteen windings in the last set 
(see Beit Yosef and Darkhei Moshe). 


When one begins to form the windings he begins with a white 
string - abn nm xImwa: According to Rav Amram Gaon, 
this means that one uses a white string to form the first set of 
windings, a sky-blue string to form the next set, and continues 
alternating in this manner. Since there may be either seven or 
thirteen sets, the final set will also be formed with a white string. 
Conversely, the Rambam holds that all of the windings are done 


with the sky-blue string, except for the first winding of the first set 
and the last winding in the final set, which are done with a white 
string (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 1:7). The Ra'avad cites Rav 
Natronai Gaon, who maintains that each set of windings comprises 
one winding with a white string, followed by three windings with 
a sky-blue string, and an additional winding with a white string. 


Various methods for tying sky-blue strings 


One elevates to a higher level in matters of sanctity and does 
not downgrade - pnyin sh vipa pwn: If one were to conclude 
with a sky-blue string it would be a downgrade from the white 
string with which he began (Rashi). Some explain that the white 
strings are primary, as seen from the fact that the verse mentions 
them before the sky-blue strings (Sefer Halttur). Others claim that 
this is not true, maintaining that the sky-blue wool certainly has 
greater importance, as it resembles the Throne of Glory (see 43b). 
They explain that since the white string was used to begin the 
windings, it is improper to downgrade it from its status (Nimmukei 
Yosef). 


HALAKHA 


May not have fewer than seven sets - ning x 
yawn: There must be at least three windings in each 
set of windings. One does not do less than seven 
windings on each corner of the garment, nor more 
than thirteen. Nowadays, in the absence of sky-blue 
wool, there is no obligation to have sets of windings, 
and there is no specific number of windings that one 
must have. It is customary to have four sets of wind- 
ings on each corner. The first set consists of seven 
windings; the second contains nine, or eight accord- 
ing to the Ari, which is the common practice (Magen 
Avraham). The third set consists of eleven windings. 
The fourth set consists of thirteen. Magen Avraham 
notes that others wrap ten in the first set, five in the 
second, six in the third and five in the fourth set. These 
numbers correspond to the numerical values of the 
letters in the Tetragrammaton (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Tzitzit 1:8; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 11:14). 
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Perek IV 
Daf 39 Amud b 


NOTES 


Composed entirely of windings — Sawn xen: Rashi 
explains that this individual’s ritual fringes consisted only 
of windings without any portion of the strings hanging 
oose. Josafot note that based on other sources it is dif- 
ficult to understand how Rabba bar bar Hana could 
have considered such ritual fringes fit. 

Some commentaries hold that even according to 
Rabba bar bar Hana the ritual fringes are required to 
contain both windings and loose hanging strings, but 
he holds that since these two components are derived 
rom different passages of the Torah, absence of one 
component does not prevent fulfillment of the mitzva 
with the other (Josafot Hitzoniyyot). 

Some later commentaries explain that the entire 
discussion of the Gemara addresses only the sky-blue 
fringe. The Gemara is discussing whether the sky-blue 
strings need to also hang loose after the windings, or 
whether it is only the white strings that need to hang 
loose (Re'em Horowitz; Ha’amek Sheala 127:11). Others 
suggest a completely different understanding, based 
on the Rambam: Rabba bar bar Hana required that the 
strings hang loose but allowed the portion that was not 
loose to be either wound or plaited (Mishkenot Ya'akov, 
Orah Hayyim 13). 


And let the strings hang loose [ufoteleihu] from 
them -idim bpian: Rashi explains the term ufoteleihu 
to mean that the string that is wound around the others 
is counted as one of the eight strings. Alternatively, it 
means that the strings hang loose from the section of 
the windings. Tosafot explain it to mean that the original 
four strings must be folded over to form eight strings, like 
a wick [petila] (see Ra’avan, Shabbat 343). 


Wool strings exempt a garment made of linen - »»1n 
pea bwa pia vax: When the Torah refers to sky-blue 
[tekhelet], it is referring specifically to wool that is dyed 
sky-blue. Consequently, it is obvious that the sky-blue 
strings on a linen garment must be wool. The point here 
is that even the white strings may be wool. Although the 
verse indicates that the strings should be the same type 
as the corner of the garment, which could have been 
understood to indicate that the white strings on a linen 
garment must be made from linen, the halakha is that 
one fulfills the mitzva with wool strings. 


LANGUAGE 
Silks [shira‘in] - ppw: From the Greek onptkoy, sérikon, 
which refers to silk. 
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and the ritual fringes were composed entirely of windings," with- 
out any portion of the strings hanging loose. Rav said: The cloak is 
beautiful, but the white and sky-blue strings are not beautiful. 
Rabba bar bar Hana said: The cloak is beautiful, and the white 
and sky-blue strings are also beautiful. 


The Gemara asks: With regard to what principle do they disagree? 

The Gemara answers: Rabba bar bar Hana holds that since it is 

written in one verse: “You shall prepare yourself twisted cords” 
(Deuteronomy 22:12), and in another it is written: “And they shall 

put on the fringe of the corner a sky-blue thread” (Numbers 15:38), 
it teaches that the ritual fringes may be composed entirely of either 

twisted cords, i.e., the windings, or loose threads or strings. 


And Rav holds that actually, we also require loose strings in addi- 
tion to the windings, and when that term “twisted cords” appears 
in the verse, it comes for the purpose of teaching the number of 
strings that are required. If the verse would have employed the 
singular term twisted cord, it would still indicate that two strings 
are required, as twisted means that two strings are wound around 
each other. Once the verse uses the plural term “twisted cords,” it 
thereby indicates that four strings are required. By using the terms 


“twisted cords” and “thread,” the verses indicates: Form twisted 


cords with the four strings that one attaches to each corner, and let 
the strings hang loose from them." 


§ Shmuel says in the name of Levi: Wool strings exempt a gar- 
ment made of linen," i.e., one fulfills the mitzva by affixing wool 
strings to a linen garment. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: What is the halakha with 
regard to whether strings made of linen exempt a garment made of 
wool? One can say that it is only wool strings that exempt a gar- 
ment of linen, as since the sky-blue string, which must be wool, 
exempts a linen garment, white strings of wool also exempt the 
garment. But if one affixes linen strings to a wool garment, he does 
not fulfill his obligation. 


Or perhaps, since it is written: “You shall not wear diverse kinds, 
wool and linen together. You shall prepare yourself twisted cords 
upon the four corners of your covering” (Deuteronomy 22:11-12), 
which indicates that one may wear wool and linen together in order 
to fulfill the mitzva of ritual fringes, there is no difference whether 
one affixes wool strings to a garment of linen, and there is no 
difference whether one affixes linen strings to a garment of wool. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a resolution to this dilemma, 
as Rahava says that Rav Yehuda says: Wool strings exempt a gar- 
ment made of linen, strings of linen exempt a garment made of 
wool, and strings of wool and linen exempt a garment in any case, 
i.e. all garments, and even garments made from silks [beshira’in].' 


HALAKHA 


Wool strings exempt a garment made of linen — pis Tay DIN 
ws bwa: It is permitted to attach white strings made of wool 
to a linen garment, or white strings made of linen to a wool 
garment. In the absence of sky-blue dye, one should not do so, 
because in that case fulfilling the mitzva to wear ritual fringes 


wearing a garment of wool and linen. The Rema cites the opinion 
of the Smak that nowadays, one should not affix linen strings to 
any garment, even if it is not wool; the Rema writes that this is 
the accepted practice (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 3:5-6; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 9:2). 


does not necessitate overriding the general prohibition against 
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The Gemara notes: And this last point disagrees with a ruling of 
Rav Nahman, as Rav Nahman says: Shira’in are entirely exempt 
from the obligation of ritual fringes. Rava raised an objection 
to the opinion of Rav Nahman from the following baraita: Gar- 
ments made from types of silks known as shira’in, kalakh,' and 
serikin' all require ritual fringes." The Gemara answers: The 
baraita means that there is an obligation by rabbinic law, whereas 
Rav Nahman meant they are exempt by Torah law. 


The Gemara challenges this suggestion: If that is so, then say 
the latter clause of the baraita: And with regard to all of these 
garments, strings of wool and linen exempt them. This indicates 
that one may affix wool sky-blue strings and white linen strings. 
Granted, if you say that the obligation of ritual fringes for silk 
garments is by Torah law, that is why diverse kinds are permitted 
for them. But if you say that the obligation is by rabbinic law, 
how could diverse kinds be permitted for them? The Gemara 
answers: Say instead: Either wool or linen strings exempt silk 
garments, but one may not affix both wool and linen strings to the 
same silk garment. 


The Gemara comments: So too, it is reasonable to assume that 
this is the correct interpretation of the baraita, as the baraita 
teaches in the latter clause: Strings made from these silk fabrics 
exempt a garment of their type but do not exempta garment that 
is not of their type. Granted, if you say that the obligation to 
attach ritual fringes to these garments is by rabbinic law, that is 
why they are exempted if one affixes strings of their type. But if 
you say that the obligation is by Torah law, then it should be only 
wool or linen that exempt these garments." 


The Gemara rejects this: If it is due to that reason, there is no 

conclusive argument, because one can maintain that other fabrics 

also fulfill the obligation of ritual fringes by Torah law, in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rava. As Rava raises a contradiction: 
It is written in one verse: “And they shall put on the fringe of the 
corner a sky-blue thread” (Numbers 15:38). The term “the corner’ 
indicates that the fringe must be from the same type of fabric as 
the corner. And yet it is written: “Wool and linen” (Deuteron- 
omy 22:11), immediately before the verse states: “You shall prepare 

yourself twisted cords upon the four corners of your covering” 
(Deuteronomy 22:12), indicating that ritual fringes must be from 

either wool or linen. 


> 


How so? Strings made of wool or linen exempt any garment, 
whether the garment is made of their type of fabric, or whether 
it is not of their type of fabric. Strings made of all other types of 
fabric exempt garments made of their type of fabric, e.g., silk 
strings exempt a silk garment, but they do not exempt a garment 
made from a fabric that is not their type," i.e., a garment made 
from a different fabric. 


The Gemara notes: And Rav Nahman, who holds that silk gar- 
ments do not require ritual fringes by Torah law, holds in accor- 
dance with the ruling stated by a tanna of the school of Rabbi 
Yishmael. 


HALAKHA 


Silks known as shira‘in, kalakh, and serikin all require ritual 
fringes — spyrya pan fa ppriem qoam px pw: Only garments 
that are made of wool or linen are required to have ritual fringes 
by Torah law. Garments made of other fabrics are obligated 
by rabbinic law. This is in accordance with the opinion of Rav 
Nahman. Others hold that all garments are obligated by Torah law 
(Tosafot; Rosh). This is in accordance with the opinion of Rava, as 
the halakha is generally in accordance with the amora who lived 
later, and Rava lived after Rav Nahman. Additionally, this was also 


the opinion of Rav Yehuda (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 3:2; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 9:1, and in the comment of Rema). 


They do not exempt a garment made from a fabric that is not 
their type — wis py nA Kow: Ritual fringes made from wool or 
linen are fit for use with garments of all fabrics. Strings of another 
fabric are fit for use only with garments of that same fabric. This 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rava (Rambam, Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Tzitzit 3:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 9:2-3). 
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LANGUAGE 
Kalakh - bp: It appears that the word is related to the 
Persian kulk, meaning fine, soft wool. The conventional 
wisdom is that it is a sort of inferior silk, made from the 
waste of the silk tubers or the leftovers of the silk. Oth- 


ers maintain that it refers to the plant known as ferula, 
which belongs to the family of Apiaceous plants. 


Ferula plant 


Serikin — 9: Apparently also from the Greek onpikov, 
sérikon, meaning silk or a silk garment. 


Silk scarves 


NOTES 

It should be only wool or linen that exempt these 
garments - 157 x17 DAW) Wax: Rashi explains that 
this is derived from the fact that the verse mentions 
wool and linen, and then in the very next verse states: 
“You shall prepare yourself twisted cords upon the four 
corners of your covering” (Deuteronomy 22:12). This 
juxtaposition indicates that ritual fringes must be from 
either wool or linen. 
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NOTES 


| have derived only that a garment of wool can 
become impure - 12% 732 xx 9 prg: This is based on 
the premise that when the verse refers to wool without 
specifying its source, it means sheep's wool, whereas a 
verse that is referring to the wool of a different animal 
would specify which animal is the source of the wool 
(Jerusalem Talmud, Kilayim 9:1). 


Perek IV 
Daf go Amuda 


NOTES 

Beit Shammai deem it exempt — pwis saw ma: In the 
Sifrei, the ruling of Beit Shammai is derived from the fac 
that the verse requires placing ritual fringes on “your cov- 
ering [kesut]” (Deuteronomy 22:12), which is a term tha 
does not apply to linen. Rashi here explains that accord- 
ing to Beit Shammai the mitzva of ritual fringes does 
not override the prohibition against wearing a garmen 
containing wool and linen because they understood the 
juxtaposition of two verses differently from Beit Hillel. 
When the verse states: “You shall not wear diverse kinds, 
wool and linen together” (Deuteronomy 22:11) and then: 
“You shall prepare for yourself twisted cords upon the 

four corners of your covering” (Deuteronomy 22:12), the 

juxtaposition does not teach, as Beit Hillel maintain, that 
the mitzva of ritual fringes overrides the prohibition of 
wool and linen. Rather, the juxtaposition indicates that 
the prohibition takes precedence over the mitzva, and 

the principle that a positive mitzva overrides a prohi- 
bition does not apply (Milhamot HaShem on tractate 

Shabbat). Similarly, in the Midrash Tanna’im, the reason 

cited for the opinion of Beit Shammai is that the Torah 

first presents the prohibition against wearing a garment 
of wool and linen and only then mentions the mitzva 

of ritual fringes. 


Nothing other than one of those who causes others 
to be astonished — pranan p xx jx: Rabbi Eliezer 
is ostensibly challenging the opinion of Beit Hillel, who 
hold that a linen cloak requires ritual fringes, based on 
the common practice in Jerusalem. If their opinion is 
accepted, why are people astonished at those who fol- 
low it? In Rashi’s second interpretation of this Gemara, he 
explains that this is actually a challenge to the opinion 
of Beit Shammai, who prohibit attaching ritual fringes to 
a linen garment. The implication of Rabbi Eliezer's state- 
ment is that one who wears ritual fringes on a linen gar- 
ment causes others to be astonished but does not actu- 
ally violate a prohibition, as claimed by Beit Shammai. 
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As a tanna of the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught: Since the word 
garments is usually stated in the Torah without specification as to 
the material from which the garments are made, and the verse speci- 
fied in one of its references to garments that it is referring to gar- 
ments made from wool or linen, as it states: “And the garment in 
which there will be the mark of leprosy, whether it be a woolen 
garment or a linen garment” (Leviticus 13:47), it may be derived 
that so too, all garments mentioned in the Torah are those made 
from wool or linen. Other fabrics are not classified as garments by 
Torah law. Consequently, when the Torah requires strings on the 
corners of garments (see Numbers 15:38), it is referring specifically 
to garments made of wool or linen. 


Abaye said: This statement by a tanna of the school of Rabbi Yish- 
mael diverges from another statement by a tanna of the school of 
Rabbi Yishmael, who holds that all fabrics are considered garments. 
As a tanna of the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught: From the fact 
that the verse states: “A woolen garment” (Leviticus 13:47), I have 
derived only that a garment of wool can become ritually impure." 
From where is it derived that garments made of camels’ hair, rabbits’ 
wool, goats’ hair, or the types of silk kalakh, serikin, and shirayin, 
are also included in this halakha? The same verse states: “Or a linen 
garment.’ The word “or” serves as an amplification to include all 
types of fabric. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: With regard to ritual fringes on a linen 
cloak," Beit Shammai deem the cloak exempt" from ritual fringes 
due to the fact that the sky-blue strings must be made from wool, and 
there is a Torah prohibition against wearing a mixture of wool and 
linen. And Beit Hillel deem a linen cloak obligated in the mitzva of 
ritual fringes. And the halakha is in accordance with the statement 
of Beit Hillel. 


Rabbi Eliezer ben Rabbi Tzadok’ says: But is it not the case that 
anyone who affixes sky-blue strings to a linen cloak in Jerusalem is 
considered nothing other than one of those who causes others to 
be astonished" at their behavior, as it appears that he is violating the 
prohibition against wearing a garment containing wool and linen? 


Rabbi Eliezer ben Rabbi Tzadok — pity 313 qb +7: There 
were at least two Sages named Rabbi Eliezer, or Elazar, ben Rabbi 
Tzadok. One lived in Jerusalem prior to the destruction of the 
Temple and testified with regard to various aspects of the Temple 
service and the customary halakhic practice in Jerusalem. 

Some hold that there were actually two different Sages by 
this name who lived during the Temple era. The first was a dis- 
ciple of the disciples of Shammai the Elder. He was a storekeeper 
by profession and lived in Jerusalem his entire life. The second 


PERSONALITIES 


lived in the period immediately preceding the destruction of the 
Temple and immediately afterward, and was one of the Sages 
of Yavne. He was the son of the famous scholar Rabbi Tzadok, 
who was saved by Rabbi Yohanan ben Zakkai at the time of the 
destruction (see Gittin 56b). 

There was another Sage by this name, possibly a descendant 
of one of those mentioned above, who lived three generations 
later. He was a student of Rabbi Meir and a colleague of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi. 


Ritual fringes on a linen cloak — m¥¥3 p9: If one has a linen 
garment he should not attach sky-blue strings to it, due to the 
fact that these strings must be wool. Instead, he should attach 
only white strings made from linen. Although the mitzva of ritua 
fringes overrides the prohibition against wearing a garment tha 
contains wool and linen, there is a rabbinic decree prohibiting 
attaching the sky-blue strings, due to a concern that one wil 
wear the garment at night, when he does not fulfill the mitzva o 
ritual fringes. This is in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hille 
and the interpretation of Rabbi Zeira (40b). Although in principle 
it should be permitted to attach white strings made from woo 
to a linen garment, since it possible to attach white strings made 


from linen, one must use linen strings. 


HALAKHA 


Some say that one should not wear a four-cornered linen 
garment at all. This is because one should not attach even strings 
made from linen to the garment, due to a concern that one might 
instead attach sky-blue strings made from wool. This opinion 
accepts the ruling of Beit Shammai that a linen garment is entirely 
exempt from ritual fringes (Geonim; Rabbeinu Tam). The Shulhan 
Arukh comments that a God-fearing individual should wear a 
four-cornered garment made from wool, which is definitely 
required to have ritual fringes by Torah law. The Rema adds that 
if one’s only option is a linen garment, it is preferable that he wear 
it with white strings that are also linen rather than not fulfill the 
mitzva at all (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 3:6-7; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 9:2, 6). 
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The baraita concludes: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: If so, that 
the halakha is in accordance with Beit Hillel and a linen cloak is 
required to have ritual fringes, why did the Sages prohibit" attach- 
ing ritual fringes to linen garments in Jerusalem? It is because 
people are not well versed in the halakha and might ultimately 
wear garments of wool and linen even when it is not necessary for 
the mitzva of ritual fringes. 


Rava bar Rav Hana said to Rava: If that is the concern, then let 
ten people take linen cloaks with ritual fringes and go out to the 
marketplace and thereby publicize the matter, i.e., that it is per- 
mitted to affix wool strings to a linen garment due to the mitzva. 
Rava answered: All the more so people would be astonished at us 
for acting in such an unconventional manner. 


The Gemara suggests: Let the Rabbis teach during their public 
lecture that affixing wool strings to a linen garment is permitted for 
the mitzva of ritual fringes. The Gemara answers: Wearing strings 
on a linen garment is prohibited because of a rabbinic decree 
due to the concern that people might use strings that were dyed 
blue with indigo [kala ilan],®“" instead of with tekhelet, the sky-blue 
dye produced from the hilazon (see 44b), in which case they 
would not fulfill the mitzva of ritual fringes and would violate the 
prohibition against wearing garments containing wool and linen. 


The Gemara suggests: Even if one’s blue strings are not dyed with 
tekhelet as required for the mitzva, let them be considered merely 
as white strings. In the absence of tekhelet one fulfills the mitzva 
with white strings, and therefore it should be permitted to affix 
white woolen strings to a linen garment. The Gemara explains: 
Since it is possible to affix white strings that are the same type of 
material as the garment," i.e., linen, and thereby fulfill the mitzva 
without overriding the prohibition against wearing a garment made 
from wool and linen, one may not affix white wool strings to a linen 
garment. 


The Gemara notes: This is in accordance with the opinion of Reish 

Lakish. As Reish Lakish says: Any place where you find a posi- 
tive mitzva and a prohibition that clash with one another, if you 

are able to fulfill both of them, that is preferable; and if that is not 

possible, the positive mitzva shall come and override the prohibi- 
tion. In this case, the clash is between the mitzva of ritual fringes 

and the prohibition against wearing a garment that contains wool 

and linen. One can fulfill both of them by using white strings that 

are linen instead of wool if the garment is made from linen. 


NOTES 


Why did the Sages prohibit - pnp% mab: The commentaries 
differ as to the meaning of this question and the Gemara’s answer 
to it. Rashi’s first explanation is that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi is asking 
why, being that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Beit Hillel, did the Sages prohibit affixing ritual fringes to a linen 
garment in Jerusalem? Alternatively, it is a general inquiry as to 
the reason for this prohibition (Tosafot). Rashi’s second explanation 
is that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi is asking about the opinion of Beit 
Shammai: Since even Beit Shammai concede that the prohibition 
against wearing ritual fringes on a linen garment is by rabbinic 
decree, what is the reason for that decree? 


Rabbinic decree due to the concern that people might use 
indigo - too xop pwr ma: According to this, the phrase: 
Because people are not well- versed, should be interpreted to 
mean that people are not expert in discerning the difference 
between tekhelet and indigo (Responsa attributed to the Rashba). 


Since it is possible to affix white strings that are the same type 
of material as the garment - 123 WK 1V3: The prohibition of 
diverse kinds is overridden only in order to attach sky-blue strings 
to the garment, as fulfilling this aspect of the mitzva necessitates 
the use of wool. There is no need to use white strings made from 
wool, as they can just as well be made from linen. 


BACKGROUND 

Indigo [kala ilan] - tow bp: ndigo, Indigofera tinctora 
L., is a plant from the Fabaceae family. Its flowers can 
be red, pink, or white, and the indigo dye is produced 
rom its leaves. This plant, which was for a long time 
he most important source of the blue dye for cloth, 
was grown principally in India, but also in other locales, 
including in the Middle East. It is only in modern times 
hat use of indigo has decreased, due to the availability 
of a synthetic substitute. Apparently, the plant-based 
indigo dye is very similar to the tekhelet dye produced 
rom the hilazon, but it was substantially cheaper. 
t was possible to detect that blue wool was dyed 
with indigo rather than tekhelet only via a complex 
examination. 

Interestingly, blue dye derived from the Murex 
trunculus, the snail that has been identified by many 
contemporary researchers as the talmudic hilazon from 
which the sky-blue dye was made, is chemically identi- 
cal to indigo derived from this plant. 


Indigo plant 


Cakes of indigo dye 


LANGUAGE 


Indigo [kala ilan] - tons xbp: This term derives from 
the Greek Kedatvés, kelainos, meaning dark. Some 
maintain that it derives from kala in Sanskrit, where 
it also means dark blue. If so, the Hebrew term ilan, 
meaning tree, is added to indicate that it comes from 
a plant. 
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NOTES 


Lest one’s cloak rip within three fingerbreadths and he 
sew it -anam Wow Tina wtp yy Kaw: Rashi explains 
that the concern applies only to a case where the tear 
occurred within three fingerbreadths of the corner because 
that is where the ritual fringes are attached to the garment. 
The concern is that perhaps he will attach a linen string to 
sew the garment and then decide to use it for the mitzva 
of ritual fringes. Other early commentaries explain that the 
concern is that the corner will tear after the ritual fringes 
have already been affixed. When he then reattaches that 
corner to the garment, the ritual fringes on that corner are 
unfit. This is because the principle: Prepare it, and not from 
what has already been prepared, requires that the strings 
be affixed to the garment directly and for the sake of the 
mitzva, whereas in this case they were affixed to the gar- 
ment through the sewing of the corner to the rest of the 
garment (Rav Amram Gaon; Tosafot; see 41a). 
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The Gemara suggests: And let them test the strings" to ascertain 
whether they are dyed with indigo or with tekhelet, as explained by 
the Gemara (42b). The Gemara responds: Rather, the prohibition 
against affixing ritual fringes to a linen garment is a rabbinic decree 
due to the concern that perhaps the sky-blue strings were colored 
with tekhelet dye that had been used for testing" the color of the dye 
in the vat and therefore became unfit (see 42b). In sucha case, there 
would be no fulfillment of the mitzva of sky-blue ritual fringes to 
override the prohibition against wearing a garment of wool and 
linen. 


The Gemara suggests: Let the Sages write letters" informing dye 
producers that tekhelet that was used for testing the color of the dye 
in the vat is unfit for ritual fringes. The Gemara explains: Shall we 
go and rely on letters, assuming that dye producers will follow the 
instructions they contain? Rava responded to this and said: Now, 


NOTES 
with indigo; let people test the vats of dye to ensure that they 


And let them test the strings - mpr: Rashi's second expla- 
nation of this, which conforms to the standard version of the 
ext, is that the Sages should instruct people to test the blue 
wool that they buy in order to ensure that it is dyed with tekhelet 
and not indigo. For this purpose, they should also teach people 
how to conduct this test (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). It 
would then be unnecessary to issue a decree prohibiting people 
rom fulfilling this mitzva. 


Testing - myy: According to the standard version of the text, 
his sentence is introduced with the word: Rather, indicating 
hat the Gemara has now rejected the claim that the prohibition 
against wearing ritual fringes with a linen garment is due to the 
concern that one will use strings dyed with indigo. The Gemara 
is presenting a different reason for this prohibition, which is that 
perhaps the wool was dyed as a test and not with the intent 
that it would be used for ritual fringes, and therefore it is unfit 


contain real tekhelet. The Gemara answers that this process itself 
can lead to problems, as people may remove some of the dye to 

test it and then pour it back into the vat, which would disqualify 
all the dye in the vat from being used for ritual fringes. Conse- 
quently, the concern remains that the strings may have been 

dyed with disqualified dye. Tosafot mention both interpretations 

according to this latter version of the text (see Sefer Halttur). 


Let the Sages write letters — sD" mana: This means that 
the Sages should send letters all over informing people that 
wool that was colored with the dye used for testing is unfit for 
the mitzva of ritual fringes, or that dye that was removed from 
the vat as a sample cannot be poured back into the vat (Rashi). 
The Gemara's response is that it is not possible to assume that 
everyone would receive the letter and follow its instructions. 
Some explain that the Gemara means to suggest that dyed 


for the mitzva. 


Conversely, some editions of the Talmud did not contain 
the word: Rather. Accordingly, Rashi explains that the Gemara 
had asked why there is a concern that the strings were dyed 
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wool should require letters of certification that it was dyed with 
real tekhelet. The Gemara responds that this cannot be relied 
upon because people might forge the letters or take them from 
one batch of wool and reuse them with another (Sefer HaEshkol). 


with regard to the prohibitions against eating leavened bread on 
Passover and eating on Yom Kippur, which are punishable by karet, 
we rely on letters sent from the rabbinical court in Eretz Yisrael 
publicizing whether the year was declared a leap year and when they 
have declared the New Moon; here, with regard to the mitzva of 
ritual fringes, which is merely a positive mitzva, is it not all the 
more so correct that letters can be relied on? 


Rather, Rava said: This is a statement that I said, and it was stated 
in the West, Eretz Yisrael, in the name of Rabbi Zeira in accor- 
dance with my opinion: The reason for the rabbinic decree is lest 
one’s cloak rip within three fingerbreadths of the edge of the corner 
of the garment, which is where the ritual fringes are placed, and he 
sew it" with linen string and then use the excess string for ritual 
fringes. 


And in such a case the ritual fringes would be unfit because the 

Torah states: “You shall prepare yourself twisted cords” (Deuter- 
onomy 22:12), which teaches: Prepare it, and not from what has 

already been prepared. Consequently, the strings must be attached 

to the garment for the sake of the mitzva of ritual fringes. When the 

individual places the linen string there in order to stitch the garment 

and then decides to use it for the mitzva of ritual fringes and adds 

sky-blue wool strings, he does not fulfill the mitzva of ritual fringes 

and violates the prohibition against wearing a garment of wool and 

linen. 
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Because of this rabbinic decree, Rabbi Zeira untied the ritual fringes 
and removed them from his linen cloak. Rav Zeira said: The rab- 
binic decree prohibiting ritual fringes on a linen garment is also due 
to the concern that one might affix ritual fringes to a nighttime 
garment." Since the mitzva of ritual fringes does not apply in that 
case, if one wears the garment he would not fulfill the mitzva and 
would violate the prohibition against wearing a garment with wool 
and linen. 


And Rava said: This is a statement that I said, and it was stated in 
the West, Eretz Yisrael, in the name of Rabbi Zeira in accordance 
with my opinion: If a garment is made from cloth and its corners 
are made from leather," it is required to have ritual fringes. Con- 
versely, if a cloak is made from leather" and its corners are made 
from cloth, it is exempt from the mitzva of ritual fringes. What is 
the reason for this? We require that the main part of the garment 
be obligated, and a leather garment is not required to have ritual 
fringes. 


The Gemara notes: Rav Ahai would follow the corner in deter- 
mining whether the garment is required to have ritual fringes or 
not, because the Torah states: “On the corners of their garments” 
(Numbers 15:38). 


§ Rava says that Rav Sehora says that Rav Huna says: In a case 
where one affixed ritual fringes to a garment possessing only three 
corners," which is not required to have ritual fringes, and then com- 
pleted its fourth corner by sewing on additional material or cutting 
away some of the material, the ritual fringes he attached to the origi- 
nal three corners are unfit. This is due to the principle: Prepare it, 
and not from what has already been prepared. Once the garment 
is required to have ritual fringes one may attach the ritual fringes; 
the strings that were attached before the garment was required to 
have them are not fit. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: It is told of the early 
generations of pious men that once they weaved three finger- 
breadths of the length of the garment, they would affix the white 
and sky-blue strings to the first two corners, even though the gar- 
ment was not yet long enough to be obligated to have ritual fringes. 
The Gemara answers: Say that the baraita should read as follows: 
Once they completed [shepatzu] the garment until there were 
only three fingerbreadths left to weave, they would affix the white 
and sky-blue strings to the first two corners. 


NOTES 


Nighttime garment - my mpa: The Gemara states (43a) that 
the verse: “That you may look on it” (Numbers 15:39), stated with 
regard to ritual fringes, excludes nighttime, which is not con- 
ducive for seeing. Rashi explains here that the concern is that 
one might wear the garment at night and thereby violate the 
prohibition of diverse kinds when the mitzva of ritual fringes is 
not in force. This would be also be prohibited if it was a daytime 
garment, since the obligation is determined by the time when 
he wears the garment. 

By contrast, Rabbeinu Tam holds that the mitzva of ritual 
ringes applies to a garment that is generally worn by day, even 
when one wears that garment at night, and the mitzva does not 
apply to a nighttime garment, even when one wears it during 
he day. Consequently, the concern here is that if one attaches 
wools strings to a linen daytime garment, he might also attach 
wool strings to a linen nighttime garment. In that case, since 
he mitzva of ritual fringes does not apply, he would violate the 
prohibition against wearing a garment containing wool and linen 
(see Rosh 4:1; Sha'agat Arye 30). 


From leather - qy W: A leather article of clothing is not required 
to have ritual fringes. This is based on the fact that the verse 
requires “strings on the corners of their garments” (Numbers 
15:38). Leather is not classified as a garment, as indicated in the 
verse: “Or a garment, or leather” (Leviticus 11:32), pertaining to 
ritual impurity (Arukh HaShulhan). 


Once they completed [shepatzu] - %3% 13: Rashi explains 
that at this point the garment is basically completed, since the 
location where the strings would be attached to the final two 
corners has been created. Consequently, the ritual fringes can 
already be attached to all four corners of the garment. 

Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola explains that the Gemara 
means that even the final three fingerbreadths have been com- 
pleted. According to this understanding, the point is that the 
pious men would attach the ritual fringes to all four corners 
immediately upon completion of the garment. Along these lines, 
Sefer Halttur notes that there is a version of the Gemara that reads: 
Once they dyed [shetzavu] three fingerbreadths of the garment, 
meaning that they affixed the ritual fringes even before the gar- 
ment was fully processed and ready to be worn. 
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HALAKHA 


If a garment is made from cloth and its corners are 
made from leather - sip bw PDTI bw xm: If a gar- 
ment is made from cloth and its corners are made from 
leather, it is required to have ritual fringes. If the garment 
is made from leather and the corners are from cloth, it is 
exempt. The determining factor is the main body of the 
garment, not the corners. This is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rava and Rabbi Zeira (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Tzitzit 3:4; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 10:4). 


One affixed ritual fringes to a garment possessing 
only three corners — vow nw Dun: If one affixed 
ritual fringes to a garment that had three corners and 
then added a fourth corner and attached ritual fringes to 
that corner, the strings on the first three corners are unfit 
because of the principle: Prepare it, and not from what 
has already been prepared (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Tzitzit 1:16; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 10:5). 


LANGUAGE 


Completed [patzu] — 199: The correct version of the 
text appears to be batzu rather than patzu; alternatively, 
the word patzu means batzu, with the peh replacing a 
beit, which is a common phenomenon. This term means 
completed. The root beit, tzadi, ayin appears in the sense 
of completion in the verse: “The hands of Zerubbabel 
have laid the foundation of this house; his hands shall 
also finish it [tevatzana]" (Zechariah 4:9). 

Others explain this term to mean undoing [potzea] or 
unraveling the garment, and refers to the practice of leav- 
ing unraveled threads at the end of a garment (Rashash). 
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HALAKHA 


One affixed ritual fringes to a garment that already had 
ritual fringes affixed to it - nyny Dryn: If one affixed 
ritual fringes to a garment that already had ritual fringes 
affixed to it and he had intended to nullify the first set, 
then he may remove the first set and the remaining ritual 
fringes are fit. But if he had intended to add to the first set, 
the ritual fringes are unfit even if he later removes the first 
set. This is due to the fact that when he added the second 
set he rendered all the strings unfit. Then when he removed 
the first set, the second set remained unfit because of the 
principle: Prepare it, and not from what has already been 
prepared, as when he placed the second set initially, it was 
not fit. The Rema writes that there are those who deem the 
second set fit even in the case where he intended to add 
(Rosh), and this is the accepted opinion. In any case, it is 
noted in Beit Yosef that all the ritual fringes are certainly unfit 
while both sets are attached (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Tzitzit 115; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 10:6). 


A cloak that is large enough for a minor to cover, etc. — 
^D Abana paw mv: If a garment is large enough to 

cover the head and body of a minor who is old enough to 

walk around in the marketplace by himself, one is required 

to attach ritual fringes to it. The Rema adds that this applies 

only if an adult would occasionally go out in public wear- 
ing that garment (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 3:1; 

Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 16:1). 
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One affixed ritual fringes to a garment that already had ritual 
fringes affixed to it - nyah bron: Rashi explains that once 
the first set of ritual fringes are removed, the second set is fit. 
Some explain that while both sets are attached to the garment, 
the prohibition against adding to a mitzva nullifies the entire 
mitzva, and both sets of ritual fringes are unfit (see Beit Yosef). 
Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola explains that the Gemara is 
referring to a linen garment, and Rabbi Zeira’s point is that even 
though the second set of ritual fringes contains wool and is 
unnecessary, one does not violate the prohibition against wear- 
ing a garment containing wool and linen. This understanding is 
apparently based on the Gemara on 41a. 


Is it not considered an action — "17 xb myn: There are dif- 
ferent versions of the text, with corresponding differences in 
interpretation. The standard version includes the word: Now, 
which usually introduces a rhetorical question. This is missing 
in other versions of the text. All interpretations rely on the idea 
that the principle: Prepare it, and not from what has already 
been prepared, indicates that ritual fringes must be appropri- 
ately affixed to the garment via an action performed at a time 
when the garment is required to have ritual fringes. 

The version of the text known to Rashi apparently did not 
have the word: Now, and he therefore explains this line as a 
statement: Because attaching the second set of ritual fringes 
violates the prohibition against adding to a mitzva, it is not 
deemed an action. Removing the first set is therefore viewed 
as the act that gives the second set of ritual fringes their status 
as such. Consequently, the second set of ritual fringes is con- 
sidered to have been attached to a garment that required ritual 
fringes, because at the time when the relevant act occurred, i.e., 
the removal of the first set, the garment became required to 
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NOTES 


The Gemara asks: And do we say: Prepare it, and not from what 
has already been prepared? Is that so that this principle disqualifies 
ritual fringes that one affixed to a garment before he was required 
to do so? But doesn’t Rabbi Zeira say: If one affixed ritual fringes 
to a garment that already had ritual fringes affixed to it™ and then 
removed the original strings, it is fit, despite the fact that when he 
attached the second set they were superfluous? This indicates that 
even if one attaches ritual fringes to a garment when there is no 
obligation to attach them, the ritual fringes are fit. 


Rava said: This does not present a difficulty, because now that he 
adds a second, unnecessary set of ritual fringes and is liable for 
violating the prohibition of adding to a mitzva (see Deuteronomy 
13:1), is it not considered an action?" 


Rav Pappa objects to this: From where is it known that Rabbi 
Zeira is discussing a case where the person intended to add to the 
original set of ritual fringes? Perhaps Rabbi Zeira is discussing a 
case where he intended to nullify the original strings, and therefore 
there is no prohibition of adding to a mitzva, and there is an 
action. 


With regard to the issue of affixing ritual fringes to a garment that 
already has ritual fringes, the Gemara relates: Rabbi Zeira says that 
Rav Mattana says that Shmuel says: White and sky-blue strings 
are not subject to the prohibition of diverse kinds," and this is the 
halakha even if they are affixed to a cloak that is exempt from ritual 
fringes. 


The Gemara asks: What is meant by: A cloak that is exempt from 
ritual fringes? If we say that it is referring to a cloak that is not of 
the size necessary to require the affixing of ritual fringes, that is 
difficult: But isn’t it taught in a baraita: With regard to a cloak that 
is large enough for a minor to cover" his head and most of his body 
with it, 


have ritual fringes. Consequently, this meets the requirement 
of the principle: Prepare it, and not from wha 
prepared, and the second set of strings is fit. Similarly, Rabbeinu 
Gershom Meor HaGola explains that the ac 
second set of strings cannot be considered an action, since this 
garment already had ritual fringes attached. 

According to the standard version of the 
is a rhetorical question and therefore must 
the opposite sense of the previous explana 
one is liable for violating the prohibition against 
mitzva means that affixing the second set of ritual 


Rashi and Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola, Rav Pappa is reject- 
ing the reasoning of Rava by asserting that placing the second 
set of ritual fringes is considered an action. Therefore, the 
original objection from the statement of Rabbi Zeira remains. 
The Kesef Mishne explains that according to the interpreta- 
tion of the Rambam, Rav Pappa accepts Rava's basic assertion 
that affixing ritual fringes to a garment that already has ritual 
fringes is considered an action, and therefore they are not dis- 
qualified on the basis of the principle: Prepare it, and not from 
what has already been prepared. Yet, Rav Pappa limits this to 
where he intended to nullify the first set of ritual fringes. Where 


has already been 


of attaching the 


ext, this sentence 
be understood in 
on: The fact that 
adding to a 
ringes must 


be viewed as a significant action. Consequently, the strings are 
considered to have been given their status via an action, and 
they are fit. Conversely, in the case where one placed ritual 
fringes on a garment that had only three corners, the strings 
became attached to a four-cornered garment via an action 
that one performed on the garment rather than an action one 
performed on the strings, and therefore the strings are unfit 
(Kesef Mishne, in explanation of the Rambam; Sefat Emet). 

By contrast, the Taz and the Gra explain that Rava is challeng- 
ing the opinion of Rabbi Zeira and asking why the ritual fringes 
are fit if one placed them on a garment that already has ritual 
fringes. Since he violates the prohibition against adding to a 
mitzva, his initial placement of the ritual fringes is certainly con- 
sidered an action. Since the second set becomes valid when the 
first set is removed, the second set is not becoming fit through 
an action. It is therefore unfit due to the principle: Prepare it, 
and not from what has already been prepared. 


Rav Pappa objects to this - x85 37 ab apa: The interpreta- 
tion of Rav Pappa’s objection depends upon the interpretations 
of the statement of Rava. According to the interpretation of 


he intended to add to the original set, all of the ritual fringes are 
unfit (see Taz, Gra and Sefat Emet, who explain that Rav Pappa is 
defending Rabbi Zeira's opinion, and see Keren Ora). 


White and sky-blue strings are not subject to the prohibition 
of diverse kinds - Dy DW AD ps nban: This refers to a case 
where one attached wool ritual fringes to a linen garment, or 
where the ritual fringes themselves included both wool and 
linen (Shita Mekubbetzet, citing Rashi). Tosafot note that the 
fact that the following phrase is introduced with the word: And, 
indicates that there is significance to Shmuel’s statement even 
where the cloak is required to have ritual fringes. They explain 
that this applies in the case of one who wears the strings with 
diverse kinds at night, when he does not fulfill the mitzva of 
ritual fringes. Similarly, although the priestly vestments contain 
wool and linen, one does not violate the prohibition of diverse 
kinds by wearing priestly garments, even if he wears them at a 
time when he is not performing the Temple service. 
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and an adult goes out in public on occasion while wearing it," 
it is required to have ritual fringes. But if it is not large enough 
for a minor to cover his head and most of his body with it, then 
even if an adult goes out in public on occasion while wearing 
it, it is exempt from ritual fringes. And so too with regard to 
diverse kinds, i.e., the prohibition against wearing wool and linen 
together. 


And we discussed it: What is meant by: And so too with regard 
to diverse kinds? If we say that it means: And so too with regard 
to the prohibition of diverse kinds, that if a minor could not 
cover the majority of his head and body with it, the prohibition 
of diverse kinds does not apply, that is difficult: But didn’t we 
learn in a mishna (Kilayim 9:2): There is no exemption with 
regard to the prohibition of diverse kinds for clothing that an 
adult would not wear even occasionally™ in public? 


And Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak says in explanation: Rather, the 
baraita means: And so too with regard to whether a linen cloak 
is required to have ritual fringes. If the cloak is large enough for 
a minor to cover his head and most of his body with it, then it 
requires ritual fringes, and wearing the garment with the ritual 
fringes is not a violation of the prohibition of diverse kinds. But 
if the garment is smaller than that, it is prohibited to place ritual 
fringes on it, due to the prohibition of diverse kinds. Therefore, 
one cannot explain Shmuel’s statement to mean that a cloak that 
is exempt from ritual fringes because it is too small is not subject 
to the prohibition of diverse kinds. 


Rather, what is meant by the statement that a cloak that is 
exempt from ritual fringes is not subject to the prohibition of 
diverse kinds? It is referring to where one affixed ritual fringes to 
a garment that already had ritual fringes affixed to it. Even though 
the second set of ritual fringes is superfluous, nevertheless there 
is no violation of the prohibition of diverse kinds. 


The Gemara asks: But didn’t Rabbi Zeira already say this one 
time when he stated that if one attached ritual fringes to a gar- 
ment that already had ritual fringes attached to it and he then 
removed the first set of strings, the garment is fit? The Gemara 
answers: One was stated from the other by inference," and 
Rabbi Zeira did not state both statements. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: A very long cloak that is fold- 
ed™ in half is required to have ritual fringes at the fold. And 
Rabbi Shimon deems it exempt it from ritual fringes at the fold 
because that is not where the corners of the garment are located. 
And Rabbi Shimon and the Rabbis agree that ifhe folded it and 
sewed it, it is required to have ritual fringes at the fold. 


The Gemara challenges: If one sewed it, it is obvious that it is 
required to have ritual fringes at the fold. The Gemara explains: 
No, it is necessary to state this halakha because it is referring to 
a case where he fastened it with pins rather than sewing it in the 
conventional manner. 


The Gemara relates that Rabba bar Huna arrived at the house 
of Rava bar Rav Nahman, and he saw that Rava bar Rav Nahman 
was wearing a cloak that was folded and that he had affixed 
strings to it on the corners of the fold. The cloak unfolded, 
and the string that had been on the corner of the fold now 
came and settled near his head, i.e., in the middle of the cloak, 
as the two sides of the cloak were in the front and back of Rava 
bar Rav Nahman. 


NOTES 


And an adult goes out in public on occasion while wearing 
it- Mw WIAA xx bina: Some commentaries understand 
this as an additional criterion. According to this explanation, 
only a garment that meets both of these criteria is required to 
have ritual fringes (Bah, citing Tur). Others hold that the only 
criterion is that the garment is large enough to cover most of 
the child’s body and head, and the Gemara here means that if 
the garment meets that criterion, an adult must place ritual 
fringes on it even if he wears it only on occasion (Beit Yosef). 


There is no exemption with regard to diverse kinds for 
clothing that an adult would not wear even occasion- 
ally - Dyha xW p: The prohibition of diverse kinds is 
the very act of wearing a garment containing wool and linen, 
regardless of whether or not this garment is normally worn 
by people (see Haggahot Rav Shmuel Taubes). 


One was stated from the other by inference - dopa x1 
amy ARYAN: Rashi explains that Rabbi Zeira stated explic- 
itly that the ritual fringes are fit for the mitzva, and it was 
inferred from this that wearing the garment with the ritual 
fringes is not a violation of the prohibition of diverse kinds. 
Tosafot maintain that it is more reasonable to assume the 
opposite, that Rabbi Zeira explicitly stated that there is no 
prohibition of diverse kinds, as he cited that ruling in the 
name of Rav Mattana in the name of Shmuel; it was then 
inferred that the ritual fringes are fit for the mitzva (see Shita 
Mekubbetzet). 


A very long cloak that is folded - mna nby: According 
to the Rabbis, one is obligated to place ritual fringes on the 
corners of the fold, as that is the edge of the garment in terms 
of how it is currently being worn. Rabbi Shimon deems one 
exempt from placing ritual fringes there, since when the 
cloak is opened up the strings will then be in the middle of 
the garment and not on its corners (Rashi). Others maintain 
that the reason for the exemption is that the cloak is oversized 
and not suitable for wearing (Nimmukei Yosef). Some note 
that according to the first explanation, Rabbi Shimon holds 
that one is exempt from placing ritual fringes on the corners 
of the fold but must place them on the actual corners of the 
cloak. By contrast, according to the second explanation, the 
cloak is completely exempt (Taz). 


HALAKHA 


There is no exemption with regard to diverse kinds for 
clothing that an adult would not wear even occasionally — 
Dyba WW PX: It is prohibited to wear any garment that 
contains wool and linen, even if it is the garment of a child 
and an adult would not wear it in public (Rambam Sefer 
Zeraʻim, Hilkhot Kilayim 10:8; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 
301:4). 


A very long cloak that is folded — maps nby: If a cloak 
is folded in half, ritual fringes are attached to the original 
corners of the garment and not to the corners of the fold. If it 
was folded and sewn, even on one side, then the ritual fringes 
are attached to the corners of the garment in its folded form. 
This is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, which 
is accepted by Rabba bar Rav Huna. The Rema writes that 
here are those who rule in accordance with the opinion of 
he Rabbis and require the ritual fringes to be attached to the 
corners of the garment in its folded form even if the garment 
is not sewn (Rosh). Therefore, it is preferable to attach ritual 
ringes to the corners of the garment in its folded form but 
o avoid reciting the blessing on the mitzva of tzitzit. The 
Mishna Berura and Sha'ar HaTziyyun state that one should 
ideally not fold a four-cornered garment without sewing it in 
hat position, but if one does so, the halakha is in accordance 
with the Shulhan Arukh rather than the Rema (Rambam Sefer 
Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 1:17; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 10:6). 
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HALAKHA 
An obligation incumbent upon the man - nain 
x124: Ifa man has a garment to which the mitzva 
of ritual fringes applies, he must attach the ritual 
fringes to the garment before putting it on. If he 
wears the garment without ritual fringes attached, 
he has violated the mitzva. He is not required to 
attach strings to a garment that he is not wear- 
ing, as the mitzva of ritual fringes pertains to the 
individual rather than to the garment (Rambam 
Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 3:10). 


LANGUAGE 


Coat [sarbela] - sba: This word is mentioned 
in Daniel 3:21. There, as well as here, its meaning is 
unclear. It appears from context to refer to a coat 
or cloak, and is related to the Arabic JL pw, sirbāl. 
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Rabba bar Huna said to Rava bar Rav Nahman: This is not the 
corner of the garment that the Merciful One writes about in the 
Torah. Rava bar Rav Nahman went and threw it off, and he covered 
himself with a different cloak. 


Rabba bar Huna said to Rava bar Rav Nahman: Do you hold that 
ritual fringes are an obligation incumbent upon the man?" That is 
not so. Rather, it is an obligation that pertains to every cloak that 
one owns. Therefore, go and affix ritual fringes to it properly. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that a baraita supports the opinion 
of Rabba bar Huna: It is told of the early generations of pious men 
that once they weaved three fingerbreadths of the length of the 
garment," they would affix the white and sky-blue strings to the first 
two corners, even though the garment was not yet ready to be worn. 
This seems to prove that there is an obligation to affix ritual fringes 
to all the cloaks in one’s possession, even if he is not currently wearing 
them. The Gemara rejects this proof: The pious men were different, 
as they would act stringently with themselves." Therefore, one 
cannot adduce the actual requirement from their behavior. 


The Gemara notes that this disagrees with what an angel said. As an 

angel found Rav Ketina when he was wearing a linen cloak, which 

is exempt from ritual fringes. The angel said to him: Ketina, Ketina, 
if you wear a linen cloak in the summer and a coat [sarbela],' which 

has only two corners and is therefore also exempt from ritual fringes, 
in the winter, what will become of the ritual fringes of sky-blue 

wool? As a result, you will never fulfill the mitzva. 


Rav Ketina said to him: Do you punish us even for failing to fulfill 
a positive mitzva? The angel said to him: At a time when there is 
divine anger and judgment, we punish even for the failure to fulfill 
a positive mitzva. 


The Gemara attempts to draw conclusions from the statement of the 
angel: Granted, if you say that the mitzva of ritual fringes is an 
obligation incumbent upon the man," that is why Rav Ketina would 
be deemed liable at a time of divine anger, as he did not affix ritual 
fringes to his cloak and thereby neglected the obligation incumbent 
upon him. But if you say that it is an obligation to attach them 
to every cloak that one owns, since Rav Ketina’s cloaks were not 
required to have ritual fringes, he was not obligated to attach ritual 
fringes to them. Why should he be punished in a time of divine 
anger? 


NOTES 


Do you hold that ritual fringes are an obligation incumbent upon 
the man - X37 8743 nain AAD "a: This means: Do you hold that one 
is required to wear a garment with ritual fringes, and as long as he is 
wearing such a garment he is exempt from attaching ritual fringes to 
his other garments? Rabba bar Huna then said that it is an obligation 
that pertains to the garment, meaning that one is obligated to attach 
ritual fringes to all of his garments that are earmarked for wearing, 
just as one who lives in multiple houses is obligated to affix a mezuza 
to the doorpost of every house (Sefer Halttur). 


Once they weaved three fingerbreadths of the length of the 
garment - vow 72 WNW 1V3: According to the conclusion of the 
Gemara on 40b, the text here should actually read: Once they com- 
pleted the garment until there were only three fingerbreadths left 
to weave, they would attach the white and sky-blue strings. In fact, 
this is the version of the text found in many manuscripts and early 
commentaries. 

In any event, the point is that these pious individuals would attach 
the ritual fringes before the garment was completed (Rashi), or after 
it was completed but while it was still on the loom and therefore not 
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yet fit to be worn (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). This proves that 
even unworn garments must have ritual fringes. 


The pious men were different as they would act stringently with 
the mitzva of itu ane is incumbent upon the man, the pious 
men might have acted stringently and attached the strings even 
before the garment was ready to be worn, lest they forget later and 
wear the cloak without ritual fringes (Sefat Emet). 


Granted, if you say that the mitzva of ritual fringes is an obligation 
incumbent upon the man - x24 nain xabwa PNY we: According 
to this suggestion, understanding the mitzva to be incumbent upon 
the man would entail both a leniency and a stringency. On the one 
hand, as long as the man is wearing a garment with ritual fringes, 
there is no obligation for his other garments to have ritual fringes 
attached. On the other hand, he would be required to ensure that 
he is wearing a four-cornered garment with ritual fringes attached in 
order to fulfill the mitzva, just as he is obligated to don phylacteries 
or to take a lulav on Sukkot (Sefer Halttur). 
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The Gemara responds: Rather, what should one assume, that it is 

an obligation incumbent upon the man? Even so, granted that 

the Merciful One rendered him obligated when he is wearing a 

cloak that has four corners and is therefore subject to the obliga- 
tion of ritual fringes, but when he is wearing a cloak that is not 

subject to the obligation of ritual fringes, did the Merciful One 

deem him obligated? 


Rather, this is what the angel is saying to Rav Ketina: Are you 
seeking ploys [tatzdeki]' to exempt yourself from performing 
the mitzva of ritual fringes?" 


Rav Tovi bar Kisna says that Shmuel says: Garments that are not 
being worn but are stored in a box are required to have ritual 
fringes, because the mitzva pertains to the garment, not the man. 
But Shmuel concedes in the case of an old man, where the gar- 
ment was made as a shroud in his honor," that the shroud is 
exempt. What is the reason for this? The Merciful One states in 
the Torah that one must place ritual fringes on the corners of gar- 
ments “with which you cover yourself” (Deuteronomy 22:12). 
This shroud is not made for the purpose of covering oneself. 


The Gemara comments: At that time," i.e., a person’s burial, we 
certainly affix ritual fringes to the shroud, because otherwise it 
would be a violation of: “Whoever mocks the poor blasphemes 
his Maker” (Proverbs 17:5). If we did not place them, it would be 
mocking the deceased, as if to taunt him that now he is no longer 
obligated in mitzvot. 


§ Rahava says that Rav Yehuda says: In the case of a cloak that 
became torn at one of its corners," if it was torn beyond three 
fingerbreadths from the edge of the garment, one may sew it." But 
if it was torn within three fingerbreadths of the edge of the gar- 
ment, then one may not sew it. There is a concern that he might 
use the thread with which he sewed the garment for the ritual 
fringes, in which case the strings would be unfit due to the 
principle: Prepare it, and not from what has already been 
prepared. 


The Gemara comments: This halakha is also taught in a baraita: 
In the case of a cloak that became torn at one of its corners, if 
it was torn beyond three fingerbreadths from the edge of the 
garment, one may sew it. But if it was torn within three finger- 
breadths of the edge of the garment, Rabbi Meir says: One may 
not sew it. And the Rabbis say: One may sewit. 


NOTES 


Rather, this is what the angel is saying to Rav Ketina — 37 xbx 
ab {ayp That is to say, one cannot reach any conclusion from this 
incident as to the nature of the mitzva of ritual fringes, because the 
angel was not admonishing Rav Ketina for failing to fulfill an obliga- 
tion but rather for going out of his way to avoid becoming obligated 
in the first place. Some versions of the text omit the word: Rather. 
According to these versions, the Gemara is stating that the angel 
was admonishing Rav Ketina because the mitzva of ritual fringes is 
incumbent upon the man (Josafot). 


If it was torn beyond three fingerbreadths from the edge, one 
may sew it - 5jam vow yim: The reason for this is that since one 
does not attach ritual fringes that far from the edge of the garment 
(see 41b), there is no concern that he will use the threads with which 
he sewed the garment as ritual fringes (Rashi). Others explain that 
the case is that the corner was completely severed from the garment. 


The Gemara is saying that if the part that was severed is at leas 
three square fingerbreadths, it retains its status as the corner of the 
garment, and one may simply reattach it to the garment withou 
untying and retying the ritual fringes. But if the part of the garmen 
that was severed is less than three square fingerbreadths, it does no 
retain its status, and therefore it is not sufficient to merely sew it back 
on. The ritual fringes attached to the severed corner must be untied, 
reinserted into the garment, and retied, as otherwise they are unfi 
due to the principle: Prepare it, and not from what has already been 
prepared (Shita Mekubbetzet, citing Rabbeinu Yitzhak and Rid; Nim- 
mukei Yosef, citing Rav Amram Gaon). Others cite Rav Amram Gaon 
as stating that if the severed corner is three by three fingerbreadths, 
which is the minimum size of a garment, it is deemed significant, 
and the ritual fringes may be attached to it. If it is smaller than this 
size, it is not significant, and ritual fringes may not be attached to it 
even after it is sewn back onto the garment (Rosh). 


LANGUAGE 
Ploys [tatzdeki] — »ptxv: The correct reading is 
tatzreki, similar to the Zoroastrian Middle Persian 
word Carag, which can have the technical sense 
of: A legal way out. It has a similar usage in Arabic, 
where it means a trick or ploy. 


HALAKHA 


Ploys to exempt yourself from the mitzva of 
ritual fringes — myx 71W33 ward pyu: One 
is not required to wear a four-cornered garment in 
order to be obligated to fulfill the mitzva of ritual 
fringes. Nevertheless, it is proper for one to wear 
such a garment in order to fulfill the mitzva and to 
be reminded of all of the mitzvot at all times. At the 
very least, one should be sure to wear ritual fringes 
while praying (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 
3:1; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 24:1). 


An old man, where the garment was made as 
a shroud in his honor - itia ANbYYW jpt: Ifa 
garment was made as a shroud it is exempt from 
ritual fringes, even if a living person occasionally 
wears it. Later commentaries, cited by the Mishna 
Berura, claim that according to the Rambam, who 
holds that a nighttime garment is required to have 
ritual fringes when worn during the daytime, one 
is required to attach ritual fringes to a shroud that 
one decides to wear. Consequently, one should 
attach ritual fringes but should not recite a blessing 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 19:2). 


At that time - xmyw wyma: A corpse should 
be buried in a cloak with ritual fringes. The Rema 
cites opinions that there is no need to attach 
ritual fringes, and adds that it is customary to bury 
people in a cloak with ritual fringes but to first 
render the ritual fringes unfit or to tie up one of 
the corners. The Bah writes that one should not 
render them unfit; rather, one should tie the strings 
together or cover them up by tucking them into 
the corners (Shakh). The custom in Eretz Yisrael, as 
cited in Gesher HaHayyim, is not to bury people 
in cloaks with ritual fringes (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 351:2). 


Cloak that became torn at one of its 
corners — TYY mv: If the corner of a cloak 
became detached more than three fingerbreadths 
from its edge, according to Rav Amram Gaon one 
may sew the corner back on together with the rit- 
ual fringes that it contains. If it became torn within 
three fingerbreadths of the edge, Rashi holds that 
one may not use wool string to sew it back on, 
lest he include that string in the ritual fringes. It is 
permitted to sew it on with another type of string. 
According to Rav Amram Gaon, if the corner was 
completely severed from the garment within three 
fingerbreadths of the edge and one sewed it back 
on, the ritual fringes on that corner are unfit. Some 
maintain that according to Rav Amram Gaon only 
the ritual fringes that were there before it ripped 
are rendered unfit, due to the principle: Prepare it, 
and not from what has already been prepared. But 
if one placed new ritual fringes after sewing the 
corner back on, then it is fit. One who is God fear- 
ing should attempt to satisfy all of the opinions to 
the extent possible (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Tzitzit 1:18; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 15:4, and see 
Mishna Berura there). 
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HALAKHA 


That one may not bring a piece of cloth, even if it is a 
square cubit in size, etc. - TAX by max tax NID xbw 
"131: One may not take a piece of fabric that already contains 
ritual fringes and sew it on to the corner of a garment. This is 
due to the fact that the verse requires “that they prepare for 
themselves strings on the corners of their garments” (Num- 
bers 15:38), which indicates that the strings must be attached 
to the garment itself and not to a piece of fabric that is later 
sewn onto a garment (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 15:2). 
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And Rabbi Meir and the Rabbis agree that one may not bring a 
piece of cloth, even if it is a square cubit in size," from elsewhere, 
containing white and sky-blue strings, and attach it to a cloak. This 
is because one must attach the ritual fringes directly to the corner 
of the garment, rather than attaching them to a piece of cloth and 
then attaching that cloth to the garment. And Rabbi Meir and the 
Rabbis also agree that one may bring white or sky-blue strings 
from elsewhere and attach them to the garment," i.e., one may 
remove strings from one garment in order to attach them to another 
garment. 


NOTES 


That one may bring white or sky-blue strings from elsewhere 
and attach them to the garment - "Nx Dipan nhan waw 
GE! mhin: Rashi explains that there is no problem of: Prepare it, 
and not from what has already been prepared, as one will have 
to wind and tie the strings after inserting them into the hole 
in the corner of the garment. Conversely, the Rid holds that it 


is permitted even to transfer the ritual fringes to the second 
garment when they are already wound and tied (see 42a). This 
is acceptable, as the essential obligation is attaching the ritual 
fringes to the garment, not tying them onto it. The later com- 
mentaries discuss this explanation and its implications at length 
(see Rav Pe‘alim 3:1). 
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NOTES 


Provided that the strings are not broken - KIA Kow abo 
npn: The point is that this is viewed as at aching the strings 
to the garment initially, in which case there is a minimum 
length the strings must have, as discussed subsequently on 
41b, which is longer than the minimum length for strings that 
were attached to the garment and were later shortened (see 
38b and Shita Mekubbetzet). The Rid records a different version 
of the Gemara text: Provided that the strings were broken. This 
means that the strings must be differentiated when they are 
initially attached to the garment; one may not attach one long 
string that is folded over and then cut it on the folds in order 
to create separate strings once it is already attached to the gar- 
ment. Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola explains the standard 
version of the Gemara text along similar lines. 
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This is permitted provided that the strings are not broken." The 
Gemara asks: Should one conclude from this baraita that it is always 
permitted to untie ritual fringes from one garment in order to affix 
them to another garment? The Gemara rejects this inference: Per- 
haps the ruling of this baraita applies only if the first garment was 
worn out and no longer wearable. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: In the case of a cloak that is made 
entirely of sky-blue wool, strings of every type of color exempt it," 
i.e, the ritual fringes that are not tekhelet may be any color except 
for indigo," a color that is indistinguishable from tekhelet. This 
indicates that if one attached strings dyed with indigo alongside the 
strings dyed with tekhelet, the ritual fringes are unfit. 


Strings of every type of color exempt it — piyay 21 bs 
73 pwia: The verse states: “And they shall put on the fringe of 
he corner a sky-blue thread” (Numbers 15:38). The phrase “the 
ringe of the corner” indicates that some of the strings should 
be the same color as the garment itself, which is generally 
assumed to be white, while others must be sky-blue. According 
o the Ra’avad, the strings that are the color of the garment 
must be attached to the garment before the sky-blue strings 
are attached. Rashi explains that in the case here, it is impossible 
or the strings that are not sky-blue to be the same color as the 
garment, because the garment itself is sky-blue. Consequently, 
he strings that are not sky-blue may be any color other than 
sky-blue and indigo. 


Except for indigo — tons xbpn yan: Rashi suggests two pos- 
sibilities with regard to why these ritual fringes are unfit. His 
second and primary explanation is that the ritual fringes must 
contain two different colors, and indigo is the same color as 
the sky-blue color tekhelet required by the Torah. According 
to this explanation, if one does use strings dyed with indigo in 
addition to the strings dyed with tekhelet, the ritual fringes are 
inherently unfit. Rashi's first explanation is that the ritual fringes 
are unfit due to a rabbinic decree. The concern is that one 
might take strings that are dyed with indigo and attach them 
to another garment thinking that they are tekhelet. This could 
lead to violating the prohibition against wearing a garment 
containing wool and linen where it is not necessary to fulfill 
the mitzva of ritual fringes. 
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The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: A cloak is exempted 
only by strings of its own type." In the case of a cloak that is made 
entirely of sky-blue wool," one brings sky-blue [tekhelet] strings 
and something else, i.e., strings of a different color, and attaches 
them to the cloak. And he may not bring strings dyed with indigo 
along with the strings dyed with tekhelet. But if he brought strings 
dyed with indigo together with the strings dyed with tekhelet, the 
ritual fringes are fit. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: This is not difficult, because here, 
in the baraita that holds that the ritual fringes are fit after the fact, it 
is referring to a cloak that has only four strings," two of tekhelet and 
two of indigo. There, in the baraita that holds that the ritual fringes 
are unfit after the fact, it is referring to a cloak that has eight strings, 
four of tekhelet and four of indigo. In this case, the Sages were con- 
cerned that one would take the four indigo strings from this garment 
and use them in another garment, thinking that they were tekhelet. 


The Gemara asks: Should you conclude from the fact that the Sages 
were concerned lest one take the indigo strings from this garment 
for use in another garment that in general one may untie ritual 
fringes from one garment in order to affix them to another gar- 
ment? The Gemara responds: Perhaps their concern was that if one 
did transfer the strings, he might mistake indigo for tekhelet, but it 
is not permitted to transfer the strings ab initio. 


It was stated that there is a dispute between amora’im with regard 
to this halakha. Rav says: One may not untie ritual fringes from 
one garment in order to affix them to another garment." And Shm- 
uel says: One may untie" them from one garment and affix them 
to another garment." 


The Gemara cites additional disputes between Rav and Shmuel: Rav 
says: One may not light from one Hanukkah lamp to another 
Hanukkah lamp. And Shmuel says: One may light from one 
Hanukkah lamp to another Hanukkah lamp." 


HALAKHA 


Exempted only by strings of its own type — xbx 7a Wid px 
mya: There are authorities who hold that the ritual fringes must 
be the same color as the garment. Those who are meticulous 
about their observance of mitzvot follow this practice. This is 
in accordance with the baraita and the interpretation of Rashi 
(Gra). Some explain that this is in order to show honor for the 
mitzva by performing it in a beautiful manner (Beit Yosef, citing 


Tosafot). 


The Rema writes that the practice of Ashkenazic Jews is 
to use white strings regardless of the color of the garment, 


ritual fringes from one garment to tie them onto another. This 
is the halakha in the case of both the white strings and the 
sky-blue ones. It is prohibited to untie the ritual fringes if one 
does not intend to attach them to another garment. This is 
in accordance with the opinion of Shmuel. Nevertheless, it is 
permitted to detach the ritual fringes in order to replace them 
with nicer ones, or because one of the strings broke and he 
wants to replace it with a full string (Mishna Berura), as this is a 
beautification of the mitzva (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 
1:13; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 15:1). 


and that one should not deviate from this practice. The later 


commentaries (cited in Mishna Berura) therefore recommend 
wearing a garment that is white, or that at least has white 
corners, so that one can wear white strings that are the same 
color as the garment (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 2:8; 


Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 9:5). 


One may light from one Hanukkah lamp to another Hanuk- 
kah lamp - a an pp on: Lighting one Hanukkah lamp 
directly from another is permitted. But one may not use a 
Hanukkah lamp to light a lamp that will not be used for the 
mitzva, even if he intends to use that lamp to light another 
Hanukkah lamp. This is in accordance with the opinion of Rav, 


A cloak that is made entirely of sky-blue wool - myw nhy 

mban: If one has a cloak that is made entirely of sky-blue wool, 
he may attach strings of any color, as long as they are not sky- 
blue (Kesef Mishne) or a color dark enough to be confused with 

sky-blue. He should include a single string of sky-blue, as usual, 
which he should use to wind around the other strings (Rambam 

Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 2:8). 


One may untie them from one garment and affix them to 
another garment - nD 22 pYA: It is permitted to untie 


as the later amora'im (see Shabbat 22a) analyze his opinion 
and therefore seem to accept it (Tosafot on Shabbat 22b). The 
Rema writes that it is customary to be stringent with Hanukkah 
lights and to refrain from lighting one lamp from another, even 
directly. The Mishna Berura, citing Darkhei Moshe, adds that one 
is permitted to light from one lamp used for a mitzva to another 
in the case of other lights lit for a mitzva, e.g., those of Shabbat 
and the synagogue (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Megilla 
VaHanukka 4:9; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 6741). 


NOTES 

Exempted only by strings of its own type — 73 Wid px 
TANIN: Rashi explains that this means strings of the same 
color as the garment, e.g., if the garment is red, the strings 
hat are not sky-blue should be red. This is apparently the 
understanding of the Rambam as well. Tosafot disagree and 
hold, based on the statement of Rava (38b), that the type 
refers to the material from which the garment is made and 
not to its color. Others maintain that the baraita here defines 
he type as referring to the color, but the mishna (38a) dis- 
agrees and defines it as the type of material, and Rava follows 
he opinion of the mishna (Responsa of the Rashba 3:280). 


It is referring to a cloak that has only four strings, etc. - 
“D1 pPoIN AYSIN Na mya: According to Rashi’s second expla- 
nation, there is an inherent need for strings that are not sky- 
blue in addition to the strings that are sky-blue, and indigo 
cannot be used for either of these types of strings. Conse- 
quently, if there are only four strings and two of them are 
tekhelet and two are indigo, the ritual fringes are unfit even 
after the fact. If there are already four strings of tekhelet and 
another color and now one wants to add an additional four 
strings, the Sages decreed that he should not add strings 
dyed with indigo, lest one later transfer them to a different 
garment under the assumption that they are tekhelet. But if 
one did add these strings, the ritual fringes remain fit due 
to the original four strings. 

According to Rashi's first explanation, the only reason 
that strings dyed with indigo are unfit is due to the concern 
that one might transfer them to another garment under 
t 
S 


he assumption that they are tekhelet. If there are only four 
trings on the garment and two are tekhelet and two are 
ndigo, the ritual fringes are fit after the fact. This is because 
is unlikely that one will transfer any of the strings to a 
different garment, because one may not have fewer than 
four strings on the original garment (Shita Mekubbetzet). But 
if there are eight strings on this garment, four of which are 
tekhelet and four of which are indigo, there is a much greater 
concern that one will transfer some of the indigo strings to 
a different garment and use them as tekhelet. Consequently, 
the Sages declared the ritual fringes on this garment to be 
unfit even after the fact. 


One may not untie ritual fringes from one garment 
in order to affix them to another garment — pyan px 
ab 231: This is due to the fact that when the strings are 
detached from the first garment they are not being used for 
a mitzva, and this is considered a sign of disrespect to the 
ritual fringes (She'iltot deRav Ahai Gaon 126). Rashi explains 
that the concern is for the denigration of the garment, as 
untying its strings indicates that the garment is no longer 
fit for ritual fringes. 


One may untie — pY: Shmuel’s reasoning is that since one 
is detaching the strings in order to attach them to a different 
garment, this does not constitute disrespectful behavior 
toward the ritual fringes. Shmuel himself holds (see 41a) 
that the mitzva of ritual fringes pertains to the garment and 
therefore one must have ritual fringes on all four-cornered 
garments he owns, even if he is not wearing them. The case 
here must be where one has only one set of ritual fringes, 
in which case it is better that he attach the ritual fringes to 
the garment he is wearing than have them attached to a 
garment he is not wearing (Josafot). 

The early commentaries add that one may not remove 
ritual fringes from a garment if he has no intention of attach- 
ing them to another garment. Some hold that it is prohibited 
to remove the strings only if one intends to continue wear- 
ing the garment. If he does not intend to continue using this 
garment, there is no concern at all (Ramban; for a lengthy 
discussion of this topic, see Birkei Yosef, Orah Hayyim 15:2). 
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HALAKHA 


A person may drag a bed, chair, or bench - 
bpapr NDB MV DIK Ta: A person may drag a bed, 
chair, or bench on Shabbat, provided that he does 
not intend to dig a furrow. This is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, who holds that 
it is permitted to perform an act that may cause a 
prohibited labor to occur, as long as one does not 
intend to perform the prohibited labor. The Magen 
Avraham notes that if the object is so heavy that 
dragging it will certainly create a furrow, then it is 
prohibited to drag it (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hil- 
khot Shabbat 1:5; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 337:1). 


How many strings does one place on a garment — 
Ja NAT porn maz: One must attach four strings to 

each corner of the garment. This is in accordance 

with the opinion of Beit Shammai, which is accepted 

by Rav Pappa. Once the strings are inserted into the 

hole in the corner and allowed to hang down on 

each side, there are eight strings hanging down. If 

one attaches additional strings, the ritual fringes are 

unfit. Some hold that it is permitted to add extra 

strings (see Mishna Berura). 

Rashi and Tosafot hold that two of the strings are 
white and two are sky-blue [tekhelet]. The Ra'avad 
holds that three strings are white and one is sky-blue. 
The Rambam holds that only one half of a string is 
sky-blue, so that when it is inserted into the garment, 
one of the eight strings hanging down is sky-blue. 
When tekhelet is not available, one attaches four 
white strings (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 
1:6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 11:12). 


And how much should be hanging - 
nown xA maD: The minimum length for ritual 
fringes i is four fingerbreadths, which equals one 
handbreadth (Rambam; Rosh). Some hold that the 
knots and windings must be four fingerbreadths 
and the strings must hang down an additional eight 
fingerbreadths beyond that (Rabbeinu Tam). This is 
the accepted practice. 

These measurements refer to the length of the 
strings after the first knot and do not include the 
portion of the strings that rests on the garment (Beit 
Yosef). The string that one winds around the others 
must be longer than the others. 

According to the Hazon Ish, one fingerbreadth is 
2.4 cm, while Rabbi Hayyim Na'e holds that it is 2 cm 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 1:6; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 11:4). 


BACKGROUND 


Handbreadth [tefah] - nay: The handbreadth is a 
measurement that is mentioned in the Torah (Exo- 
dus 25:25). It refers to the width of the four fingers 
when they are side by side. By contrast, an expansive 
handbreadth is measured with the fingers spread 
apart. There are those who understand the term to 
relate to the palm of one’s hand. Consequently, the 
Radak explains that the term metapehin, which in 
rabbinic literature means clapping, reflects the fact 
that one strikes his two palms together. 

Calculations for the measurement of the hand- 
breadth range between 8 cm (Rabbi Hayyim Na'e) 
and 9.6 cm (Hazon Ish). 
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Rabbi Shimon rules that it is permitted to drag items on Shabbat 
despite the possibility that one might thereby create a furrow in the 
ground. Creating a furrow is a labor prohibited on Shabbat, but since 
he does not intend to create the furrow, and it is not certain that a 
furrow will be created, dragging the item is permitted. Rav says: The 
halakha is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon with 
regard to dragging items on Shabbat. And Shmuel says that the 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon with 
regard to dragging items on Shabbat. 


Abaye said: In all halakhic matters of the Master, Rabba, he con- 
ducted himself in accordance with the opinion of Rav, except these 
three where he conducted himself in accordance with the opinion 
of Shmuel. He ruled that one may untie ritual fringes from one gar- 
ment in order to affix them to another garment, and one may light 
from one Hanukkah lamp to another Hanukkah lamp, and the hal- 
akha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon with regard 
to dragging items on Shabbat. 


As it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon says: A person may 
drag a bed, chair, or bench" on the ground on Shabbat, provided that 
he does not intend to make a furrow in the ground. Even if a furrow 
is formed inadvertently, one does not need to be concerned. 


The Gemara relates that Rav Yehuda would give his garments contain- 
ing ritual fringes to a laundryman and was not concerned that the 
strings dyed with tekhelet might become detached and that the laun- 
dryman would replace them with strings dyed with indigo. Rav 
Hanina would form a bundle" with his ritual fringes so that they 
would not become detached while they were being laundered. Ravina 
would tuck them into a pocket he formed on the garment and sew the 
cover of the pocket in order to protect the ritual fringes. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: How many strings does one place 
ona garment?" Beit Shammai say: Four strings" are inserted into the 
hole in the garment, so that there are eight strings hanging down 
altogether, and Beit Hillel say: Three strings are inserted into the 
garment. 


And how much should be hanging [meshulleshet]™ beyond the 
knots and windings? Beit Shammai say: Four fingerbreadths, and 
Beit Hillel say: Three fingerbreadths. And the three fingerbreadths 
that Beit Hillel say should be hanging are each one-fourth ofa hand- 
breadth [tefah]? of any average person. The Gemara notes that Rav 
Pappa said: The handbreadth of the Torah is four fingerbreadths 
if measured by the thumb; six fingerbreadths if measured by the 
smallest finger; and five if measured by the third, i.e., the middle, 
finger. 


Rav Hanina would form a bundle - xpp ay PAY KII IY: Some 
explain that according to both Rav Hanina and Rava itis prohibited 
to remove ritual fringes from a garment even in order to attach 
them to a different garment. Therefore, they attempted to make 
it difficult to remove the strings (Sefer Halttur). Rashi explains that 
they were trying to ensure that the strings would not be severed 
inadvertently. Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola holds that Rav 
Hanina wrapped the ritual fringes inside other strings in order to 


protect the hue of the sky-blue strings. 


Beit Shammai say four strings — TYIN D'NİN Nw Ma: Of 
these four strings, two are sky-blue and two are white (Tosafot). 
The Ra'avad holds that three are white and one is sky-blue. The 
Rambam holds that half of one string is dyed sky-blue. Therefore, 
once the strings are inserted into the garment and allowed to hang 
down on both sides of the hole, there are seven white strings and 
one sky-blue string. The sky-blue string is then used to wind around 


the other seven strings. 
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NOTES 


And how much should be hanging [meshulleshet] - Kim m22) 
NOON: Rashi understands that the word meshulleshet is the same 
as meshulshelet, meaning hanging. It refers to the length of the 
oose strings that hang down from the wrapped portion of the 
ritual fringes. Others explain that, on the contrary, it refers to the 
wrapped portion, which resembles a chain [shalshelet] (second 
explanation of Rashi on Bekhorot39b; Rabbeinu Tam). According to 
his explanation, there must then be a portion of loose strings that is 
wice as long as the wrapped portion. This is based on the fact that 
he Gemara (39a) states that the portion of the strings that contains 
he knots and windings should be one-third of the total length of 
he strings (see Shita Mekubbetzet, citing Rabbeinu Gershom Meor 
HaGola). Other commentaries understand the Gemara as referring 
o the total length of the ritual fringes (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor 
HaGola and Rid, citing Rav Amram Gaon). It would appear that the 
Rambam understood meshulleshet to mean divided equally, refer- 
ring to the lengths of the two sides of each string after the string is 
inserted into the hole in the garment. 
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Rav Huna says that the halakha is: One must attach four strings 
within four fingerbreadths of the edge of the garment, and they 


should hang down four fingerbreadths beyond the knots and wind- 


ings. And Rav Yehuda says: One must attach three strings within 
three" fingerbreadths of the edge of the garment, and they should 
hang down three fingerbreadths beyond the knots and windings. 


Rav Pappa says that the halakha is that one must attach four strings 
within three fingerbreadths of the edge of the garment, and they 
should hang down four fingerbreadths beyond the knots and 


windings. 


The Gemara asks: Is this to say that ritual fringes have a required 
measure? And the Gemara raises a contradiction to this from a 


baraita: The verse states: “That they prepare for themselves strings” 


(Numbers 15:38). Strings are nothing other than what emerges from 
the corner of the garment, and the term strings indicates only that 
there must be strings of any length. And it already occurred that the 
elders of Beit Shammai and the elders of Beit Hillel ascended to 
the attic of Yohanan ben Beteira, and they discussed the matter and 
said: Ritual fringes have no measure. Similarly, a lulav has no 
measure. 


What, does this not mean that ritual fringes have no required 
measure at all? The Gemara answers: No, 


the baraita means that ritual fringes do not have a maximum 
measure," i.e., the strings can be as long as one wants; however, they 
do have a minimum measure, and if the strings are shorter than 
this measure they are not fit. As, if you do not say so, in a case similar 
to it, where it is taught that a lulav" has no measure, is it possible 
that it also has no measure whatsoever? 


But didn’t we learn in a mishna (Sukka 29b): A lulav that has three 
handbreadths in length, sufficient to enable one to wave with it, is 
fit for use in fulfilling the mitzva? This indicates that if the lulav is less 
than the measure, it is not fit. Rather, it must be that a lulav has no 
maximum measure, but it does have a minimum measure. So 
too, ritual fringes have no maximum measure, but they have a 
minimum measure. 


Ritual fringes do not have a maximum measure - nyw ay px 
mpi: Some hold that this refers not only to the length of the 
strings but to the number of strings. According to this interpreta- 
tion, if one adds extra strings, as mentioned in the Gemara (41b), 
one does not violate the prohibition against adding to a mitzva 


(Sefer Halttur). 


NOTES 


They do have a minimum measure — mony Bi ab w»: Accord- 
ingly, when the baraita states that the ritual fringes may be any 
length (41b), it is referring to a case where the strings were initially 
the appropriate length and were later severed, as discussed on 38b 
(Rashi; see Keren Ora). 
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HALAKHA 

Within three - wh ‘Jina: The ritual fringes should 
be inserted into the garment through a hole, or 
two holes, not more than three fingerbreadths 
from the edge of the garment, as beyond that is 
no longer considered the corner of the garment. 
Some hold that the measure is three thumb- 
breadths, and some hold that it is the width of 
the third, fourth, and fifth fingers together. This 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rav Pappa 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 1:6; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 11:9). 


HALAKHA 
Ritual fringes do not have a maximum measure — 
nwa nyw nv) px: Ritual fringes do not have a 
maximum measure, and they are fit even if they are 
a cubit or two long (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Tzitzit 1:6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 11:4). 


Lulav - abs: The spine of a lulav must be at least 
four handbreadths long (see Sukka 32b), but there 
is no maximum length (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shofar VeSukka VeLulav 7:8 and Maggid 
Mishne there; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 650:2). 
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HALAKHA 

One is required to separate the ritual fringes — aaah PX: 
According to the Beur Halakha, there is a requirement to 
separate the strings before reciting the blessing on the gar- 
ment. According to the Hazon Ish, this is a way to beautify 
the mitzva, but one fulfills the mitzva even if he does not 
separate the strings from each other (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 8:7). 


Or to the border [gadil] — bean by ix: One may not attach 
the ritual fringes to the gadil, i.e., the warp strings at the 
edge of the garment, in accordance with Rashi’s second 
interpretation (Gra; see Mishna Berura). This is the halakha 
even if the area of the warp strings is wider than the length 
of a full thumb joint. If the ritual fringes are attached to that 
area, they are unfit. This is due to the fact that the ritual 
fringes must be placed “on the corners of their garments” 
(Numbers 15:38), and this segment is not deemed part of the 
garment (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 11:11). 


Hang down onto the corner - 37 by Navin KIW: Some 
say that one should take care to affix the ritual fringes such 
that they extend from the hole toward the side of the gar- 
ment and hang from there down over the corner, rather than 
tying them so that they hang directly downward. If one did 
not take care to do so, the ritual fringes are nevertheless fit. 
The Mishna Berura notes that one should be very careful 
that the strings do not go diagonally to the tip of the corner, 
which was the practice of the Karaites (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 11:15). 
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§ The Sages taught in a baraita: The verse states: “That they prepare 

for themselves strings” (Numbers 15:38). The term strings [tzitzit] 

means nothing other than strings that hang down [anaf]," and so 

it states in the verse: “I was taken bya lock [betzitzit] of my head” 
(Ezekiel 8:3). And Abaye says: And one is required to separate the 

ritual fringes" like a gentile’s lock of hair," part of which is braided 

and the rest of which is allowed to hang loose. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: If one affixed the ritual fringes to the 
tip of the corner or to the border [ gadil],"" they are fit. Rabbi 
Eliezer ben Ya’akov disqualifies them in both cases." 


The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion is that which 

Rav Giddel says that Rav says: Ritual fringes must be inserted into 

a hole above the corner and hang down onto the corner" of the 

garment, as it is stated: “On the corners of their garments” (Num- 
bers 15:38)? In accordance with whose opinion is this? The Gemara 

answers: It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer ben 

Ya’akov. 


The term strings means nothing other than strings that 
hang down [anaf] - 43% xdx TYY px: It would appear from 
he geonim and early commentaries that the point is that ritual 
ringes must include two components: The first is the section 
of knots and windings, which is derived from the verse: “You 
shall prepare for yourself twisted cords” (Deuteronomy 22:12). 
The second is a section of loose strings [anaf], which is derived 
rom the verse: “That they prepare for themselves strings” 
(Numbers 15:38). 

It appears that the Rambam understood anaf as referring 
o that which comes out of the garment. This relates to the 
statement on the previous amud: Strings are nothing other 
han what emerges from the corner of the garment. According 
o this understanding, anaf includes the entirety of the ritual 
fringes, both the portion with the windings and the portion 
with the loose strings. 


One is required to separate the ritual fringes like a gentile’s 
lock of hair — ane pas *D ATID pay: The Romans had 
long locks of hair that they would braid on the top and leave 
loose on the bottom (Rid). According to this understanding, 
Abaye was echoing the statement of the baraita that in addition 
to the portion of the ritual fringes that has windings, there also 
needs to be a section of loose strings (Sefer HaEshkol). Sefer 
Yere'im (401) interprets Abaye's statement as adding that one 
must separate the loose strings from each other. 


To the tip of the corner [keren] or to the border [gadil] - by 
Sorat by ine 1p: The translation here follows the interpretation 
of a number of early commentaries who explain that keren 
refers to the edge of the corner. Others understand it as refer- 
ring to the bottom edge of the garment. It would appear that 
Rashi understands it this way. 

With regard to the term gadil, Rashi offers two explanations: 
The first is that it refers to a very thick woof string that is woven 
into the edges of the garment in order to protect it from ripping. 
The second interpretation is that it refers to strings of the warp 
on the edges of the width of the garment (see the textual 
variant cited in Shita Mekubbetzet). 
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NOTES 


Others explain that it refers to an unwoven section that is 


left at the beginning and the end of the garment (Sefer Halttur, 
citing Sifrei; Taz, citing Rashi and Rashba on Bava Kamma n9b). 

The reason that Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov disqualifies ritual 
fringes when they are attached to the gadil is that the gadil is 
not considered part of the garment (see Beit Yosef). 


Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov disqualifies them in both cases — 
pawa boia mix spy» ya wd vay This literally translates to: 
Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov says disqualifies them in both cases. 
The Shita Mekubbetzet notes that the word: Says, appears to 
have been added in error in this sentence, which is why it 
appears in parentheses in the standard version of the text. 


Hang down onto the corner — 177 by naypi xam: Rashi 
explains that this means one should place the ritual fringes 
above the edge of the garment, such that they hang down onto 
the corner. Some commentaries cite another version of Rashi, 
which explains that the ritual fringes are to be tied from the 
ide, causing them to hang down onto the edge of the garment 
(Nimmukei Yosef, Sefer Yere'im). She'iltot deRav Ahai Gaon (127) 
explains that it should be tied loosely, and not tightly in such a 
way that the ritual fringes stick out sideways (Sefer HaManhig; 
see Ha‘amek She‘ala). Sefer Halttur writes that one should form 
two holes in the garment and insert the strings through one 
hole and then back through the other, so that they hang down 
on only one side of the garment (see Magen Avraham 11:24). 


ma) 


Position of the ritual fringes according to Sefer Halttur 
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Rabbi Ya’akov says that Rabbi Yohanan says: And one must dis- 
tance the hole through which the ritual fringes are inserted into the 
garment the length of a full thumb joint" from the edge of the 
garment." 


The Gemara notes: And it was necessary to state the ruling of Rav 
Pappa (41b)" that the ritual fringes must be inserted into a hole 
within three fingerbreadths of the edge of the garment, and it was 
also necessary to state the ruling of Rabbi Ya'akov. This is because 
if the location of the hole was taught only from the statement of Rav 
Pappa, I would say that his ruling that the hole must be within three 
fingerbreadths of the edge of the garment was to teach that one may 
not distance the hole from the edge of the garment by more than 
this amount, but the closer the hole is to the edge of the garment, 
the better. Consequently, it was necessary to include the statement 
of Rabbi Ya’akov. 


And if the location of the hole was taught only from the statement 
of Rabbi Ya’akov, I would say that his ruling that it must be a full 
thumb joint away from the edge of the garment was to teach that 
one may not situate the hole closer than that to the edge of the 
garment, but the further he places it, the better. Therefore, both 
statements were necessary. 


The Gemara relates that Ravina and Rav Samma were sitting 
before Rav Ashi. Rav Samma saw that the corner of Ravina’s cloak 
was torn and therefore the hole through which the ritual fringes 
were inserted was less than the full length of a thumb joint from 
the edge of the garment." Rav Samma said to Ravina: Doesn't the 
Master hold in accordance with that statement of Rabbi Ya’akov 
that the hole must be at least the length of a thumb joint from the 
edge of the garment? Ravina said to Rav Samma: It was stated that 
this distance is required at the time when the ritual fringes are 
made." If the corner tears later, causing the hole to be closer to the 
edge of the garment, the ritual fringes remain fit. 


Rav Samma became embarrassed because he had asked his ques- 
tion based on a mistaken assumption. Rav Ashi said to Rav Samma: 
Do not be upset that Ravina is a greater scholar than you are; one 
of them, i.e., the Sages of Eretz Yisrael, is like two of us," i.e., the 
Sages of Babylonia. 


NOTES 


One must distance the hole the length of a full thumb joint — 
baa w? xbn pry P: Rashi explains that this refers to the 
ength from the tip of the thumb to the first joint. If so, this 
measure is smaller than that of three fingerbreadths. Others 
hold that this refers to the entire length of the thumb, from its 
ip until the second joint, in which case it is equivalent to three 
fingerbreadths. According to this opinion, the strings must be 
inserted through a hole exactly this distance from the corner 
of the garment (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola; Rid; see 
Rashi on Bekhorot 39b). They interpret the continuation of the 
Gemara’s discussion accordingly. 


It was necessary to state the ruling of Rav Pappa, etc. - 
13) KBD ATT PWY: The reason that the strings must be 
inserted into the garment in this area is because the verse 
specifies that the strings be attached to the corner of the gar- 
ment (see Numbers 15:38). More than three fingerbreadths from 
the corner is no longer considered the corner, and less than the 
length of one thumb joint from the corner is considered the tip 
rather than the corner (Beit Yosef, citing Smag). 


And was less than the full length of a thumb joint from the 
edge of the garment - ban wp xhan wa: The hole had 
ripped and thereby spread toward the edge of the garment, or 
the garment had unraveled at its edge (Rashi). 


It was stated that this distance is required at the time when 
the ritual fringes are made - Wars Mwy nywa: This is based 
on the fact that the verse states: “Speak unto the children of 
Israel and command them that they prepare for themselves 
throughout their generations strings on the corners of their 
garments” (Numbers 15:38). Since the verse that discusses the 
placement of the strings on the corner refers to when “they 
prepare for themselves. ..strings,’ the precise location of the 
hole is significant specifically when the strings are affixed, but 
not afterward. 


One of them is like two of us — 32 91ND 17312 IM: Rashi 
explains that Ravina was from Eretz Yisrael. Rabbeinu Gershom 
Meor HaGola adds that the Sages of Eretz Yisrael were greater 
because the atmosphere of Eretz Yisrael makes one wise (see 
Bava Batra 158b). Conversely, the Rid claims that Ravina was 
from Pumbedita, a Babylonian city whose Sages were known 
for their sharp intellects, whereas Rav Ashi and Rav Samma 
were from Mata Mehasya. Rav Ashi was saying that a Sage from 
Pumbedita could be expected to be twice as sharp as one from 
Mata Mehasya. 


HALAKHA 


One must distance the hole the length of a full thumb 
joint from the edge of the garment - wp son PIYE pw 
Dna: The hole through which the ritual fringes are inserted 
into a garment should be no less than the length of a full 
thumb joint from the edge of the garment. This distance is 
measured in a straight line from the bottom of the garment, 
not diagonally from the tip of the corner. Some hold that this 
distance must also be measured across from the side of the 
garment, and the halakha is in accordance with this opinion 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 1:6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 11:9-10). 


It was stated that this distance is required at the time 
when the ritual fringes are made - amy mwy nywa: 

If the ritual fringes were inserted into a hole that was the 
length of a full thumb joint from the edge of the garment, 
and then the garment unraveled or the hole expanded 

and now the hole is no longer the requisite distance from 
the edge of the garment, the ritual fringes remain fit. Nev- 
ertheless, the Rema notes that it is customary to reinforce 
the hole and the edges of the garment to prevent such an 
occurrence (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 1:18; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 11:10). 
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NOTES 


In order that there be twisted cord and twisted 
cords — Dyn oyna nt #27 9D: This is based on 
the interpretation cited in the Gemara on 39b that 
the singular term twisted cord would have indicated 
two strings, and therefore the plural term “twisted 
cords,’ which appears in the verse, indicates four 
strings. Rav Aha understood that the term twisted 
also indicates that the strings are folded, and since 
the verse states: “Twisted cords you shall prepare for 
yourself” Rav Aha understood that the four strings 
must be doubled over at the time that “you shall 
prepare for yourself” the strings by affixing them 
to the garment. Rav Yirmeya of Difti accepted Rav 
Aha's derivation and applied it equally to the white 
and sky-blue strings, thereby doubling the required 
number of strings (see Josafot here and on 38a). 
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§ With regard to attaching ritual fringes to a garment, the Gemara 
relates that Rav Aha bar Ya’akov would affix four strings" to the 
garment, and he would first fold them in half and then insert 
them at the point of the folds into the hole of the garment, so 
that on one side there were eight strings and on the other side 
there were four loops. He would then take the eight strings and 
loop them through the four loops and pull them tight, thereby 
attaching them to the garment. The Gemara explains that he held 
that we require eight strings when they are initially placed in 
the garment, in order that there be twisted cord and “twisted 
cords” (Deuteronomy 22:12)," i.e., four doubled strings, at the 
place, i.e., the time, when he creates the loose hanging string. 


Rav Yirmeya of Difti would affix eight strings that are sixteen 
strings after they are placed in the hole of the garment and half of 
each string hangs down on each side, and he would not loop 
them as Rav Aha bar Ya’akov did. Mar, son of Ravina, would 
prepare ritual fringes like ours, placing four strings through the 
hole and allowing both ends of each string to hang down, thereby 
forming eight. 


§ The Gemara relates that Rav Nahman found Rav Adda bar 
Ahava affixing strings to a garment and reciting the blessing 
that concludes: To prepare ritual fringes [tzitzit]. Rav Nahman 
said to Rav Adda bar Ahava: What is this tzitzi sound that I hear? 
This is what Rav says: Ritual fringes do not require a blessing" 
when one attaches them to the garment. 


With regard to this statement of Rav, the Gemara relates that 
when Rav Huna died, Rav Hisda went into the study hall to 
raise a contradiction from one statement of Rav to another 
statement of Rav, as follows: Did Rav actually say that ritual 
fringes do not require a blessing when one attaches them to 
the garment? But doesn’t Rav Yehuda say that Rav says: From 
where is it derived that ritual fringes attached by a gentile" are 
unfit? It is derived from a verse, as it is stated: “Speak unto the 
children of Israel and command them that they prepare for 
themselves strings” (Numbers 15:38). The Sages derive from 
here that the children of Israel shall prepare ritual fringes, but 
the gentiles shall not prepare ritual fringes. 


The Gemara asks: But what is the contradiction between these 
two statements of Rav? Rav Yosef said: Rav Hisda held that in 
the case of any mitzva for which the necessary item is fit when 
produced by a gentile, if it is produced by a Jew, he does not 
need to recite a blessing. Conversely, any mitzva for which the 
necessary item is unfit when produced by a gentile, if it is pro- 
duced by a Jew, he needs to recite a blessing when he produces 
the item. 


HALAKHA 


Would affix four strings — yaY% 721: The required quantity for ritual 
fringes in each corner of the garment is four strings, which become 
eight once they are inserted into the garment and doubled over. 
f one attached additional strings, the ritual fringes are unfit. It is 
proper that the four strings be separate from each other at the time 
hey are placed in the hole of the garment, i.e., one should not insert 
one string and then take the edge and insert it through the hole 
again, and then cut it so that it is two separate strings. It is essen- 


a garment, because one fulfills the mitzva only when he wears 
it, and there is a principle that one does not recite a blessing on 
a mitzva when there is a further stage of fulfillment (Rambam). 
Others explain that it is because the obligation is incumbent upon 
the man and not the garment, and therefore the mitzva applies 
only when one actually wears the garment (Tur; Shulhan Arukh). 
This is in accordance with the opinion of Rav as interpreted by the 
Gemara on 42b (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 3:8; Shulhan 


ial that they be separate at least from the time they are wound, 
because if even one set of windings is formed before the strings are 
separated, the ritual fringes are unfit due to the principle: Prepare it, 
and not from what has already been prepared, in accordance with 
he Gemara in Sukka 11a—b (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 1:6; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 1112-13). 


Ritual fringes do not require a blessing — 7313 NI pre myy: 
One does not recite a blessing when he attaches ritual fringes to 
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Arukh, Orah Hayyim 19:1). 


Ritual fringes attached by a gentile - 33 mex»y: If a gentile 
attached ritual fringes to a garment, the ritual fringes are unfit. 
This is in accordance with the opinion of Rav cited by Rav Yehuda 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 1:12; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 14:1). 
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The Gemara asks: And is this an established principle? But what 
about circumcision, which is valid if performed by a gentile,“ 
as it is taught in a baraita: In a city in which there is no Jewish 
physician, and in which there is an Aramean, i.e., a gentile, physi- 
cian and a Samaritan physician, it is preferable that the Aramean 
circumcise the Jewish boys of the city and the Samaritan not cir- 
cumcise them; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir. Rabbi Yehuda 
says: It is preferable that the Samaritan circumcise the boys and the 
Aramean not circumcise them. Nevertheless, all agree that a circum- 
cision performed by a gentile is valid. 


And despite the fact that circumcision performed by a gentile is valid, 
when it is performed by a Jew, he must recite a blessing, as the 
Master said: The one who circumcises a child says: Blessed are 
You, Lord our God, King of the universe, Who has sanctified us 
through His mitzvot and has commanded us concerning 
circumcision. 


The Gemara answers: Is there reason to resolve the contradiction 

according to anyone but Rav? Rav himself invalidates circumcision 

performed by a gentile, as it was stated: From where is it derived 

that circumcision performed by a gentile" is not valid? Daru bar 

Pappa says in the name of Rav: This is derived from the verse: “And 

God said unto Abraham: And as for you, you shall keep My cove- 
nant, you, and your seed after you throughout their generations” 
(Genesis 17:9). The verse indicates that only the descendants of 
Abraham may perform circumcision. 


Rabbi Yohanan says that this halakha is derived from the doubled 
verb in the verse: “Must be circumcised [himmol yimmol]” (Genesis 
17:13), which he interprets to mean: Only one who is circumcised 
[hammal] may circumcise [yamul] others. 


The Gemara notes that the halakha with regard to a sukka supports 
the opinion of Rav Hisda, who holds that when an item used for a 
mitzva can be created by a gentile, a Jew who creates it does not 
recite a blessing. And the halakha with regard to phylacteries is a 
conclusive refutation of his opinion. 


The Gemara explains: A sukka is fit even if it was built by a gentile, 
as it is taught in a baraita: With regard to a booth built by gentiles,” 
a booth built by women, a booth for domesticated animals, a booth 
built by Samaritans, a booth of any sort, each is fit for use as a sukka, 
provided that it is roofed in accordance with the halakha. 


HALAKHA 


The one who circumcises a child says — sain ban: Before circumcis- 
ing a child, one recites a blessing that concludes: Who has sancti- 
fied us through His mitzvot and has commanded us concerning 
circumcision (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Mila 3:1; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh Dea 265:1). 


Circumcision performed by a gentile - 32 abn: A gentile may 
not perform a circumcision even if he himself is circumcised. If he 
did perform the circumcision, it is valid after the fact and nothing 
further needs to be done to the child. This is in accordance with the 
amora‘im who disagree with Rav (Kesef Mishne). Some explain that it 
is valid because circumcision does not need to be performed for the 
sake of the mitzva (Rabbeinu Manoah). The Rema adds that some 


hold that the circumcision is invalid even after the fact, and one must 
therefore draw blood from the location of the circumcision (Rambam 
Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Mila 2:1; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 264:1, and see 
Pithei Teshuva there). 


A booth built by gentiles, etc. — 151043 na: A booth that was not 
built for the purpose of fulfilling the mitzva of sukka is nevertheless 
fit, as long as it was constructed for the purpose of providing shade. 
Therefore, a booth built by gentiles or women, who are not com- 
manded to fulfill the mitzva of sukka, one that was constructed in 
order to provide shade for animals, and the booth of a Samaritan are 
all fit (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shofar VeSukka VeLulav 5:9; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 635:1). 


NOTES 


But what about circumcision, which is valid if 
performed by a gentile — xa nwt moon aniy 

The Gemara (Avoda Zara 26b) clarifies that 
according to both Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda, 
a circumcision performed by a gentile is not 
inherently invalid. The reason that Rabbi Yehuda, 
or, according to the Gemara in Avoda Zara, Rabbi 

Meir, holds that one should not allow a gentile 
to circumcise a Jewish child is due to concern 
that the gentile will try to harm the child. By 
contrast, the reason Rabbi Meir, or, according 

to the Gemara in Avoda Zara, Rabbi Yehuda, 
holds that one should not allow a Samaritan to 
circumcise a Jewish child is due to a concern 
that the Samaritan will intend to perform the 
circumcision as an idolatrous rite. This was a con- 
cern specifically with regard to Samaritans, who 
would circumcise themselves as an idolatrous 
rite. Gentiles would not perform circumcisions 
as idolatrous rites. Consequently, if a gentile were 
to circumcise a Jew, he would presumably do so 
with proper intentions (see Tosafot). The Gemara 
here responds that Rav does not hold in accor- 
dance with Rabbi Meir or Rabbi Yehuda; he holds 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi (see Avoda Zara 26b), who holds that a 
circumcision performed by a gentile is inherently 
invalid by Torah edict. 


-20911 P15 - MENAHOT PEREK IV: 42A 263 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


HALAKHA 


One who constructs a sukka - na nwiyy: There is no 
blessing that was formulated specifically for constructing 
a sukka. When constructing a sukka for oneself it would 
be fitting to recite the blessing that concludes: Who has 
given us life, sustained us, and brought us to this time; 
but it is customary to instead rely on the recital of that 
blessing when reciting kiddush on the first night of the 
Festival (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Berakhot 11:8-9; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 641:1). 


NOTES 

Who has given us life — 1»m1w: Blessings over mitzvot 
were instituted to be recited when the mitzva is fulfilled, 
which in the case of sukka is when the individual sits in 
his sukka on Sukkot. By contrast, the blessing: Who has 
given us life, was instituted as an expression of the joy 
that one experiences over something new. Therefore, it is 
appropriate to recite it at the beginning of one’s involve- 
ment with the mitzva, when he builds the sukka (see 
Rabbi David Luria). 


Perek IV 
Daf 42 Amud b 


LANGUAGE 


Apostate [meshummad] — awwna: Although it is clear 
that this term refers to one who converted from Juda- 
ism to another religion, its etymology remains uncertain. 
Some geonim explain that this is a slightly abridged ver- 
sion of the term meshuamad, whose root ayin, mem, dalet 
connotes baptism in Aramaic and is also a pejorative 
reference to a chamber pot. It seems that gentile scholars 
concurred with this understanding, because censored 
editions of the Talmud replace this word with the term 
transgressor [mumar]. 

Others explain that the root of meshummad is shin, 
mem, dalet, which means a curse or excommunication in 
Aramaic. Accordingly, meshummad literally means: One 
who is cursed or excommunicated. Still others hold that 
it is from the Mandaic dialect of Aramaic and means to 
go astray by adopting heretical practices. 


HALAKHA 


Anyone who is included in the mitzva of binding, 
etc. = 15) nypa ww ba: A Torah scroll, phylacteries, 
or mezuza that was written by a heretic must be burned. If 
it was written by a gentile, a Jewish apostate, an informer, 
a Canaanite slave, a woman or a minor, it is unfit. This 
is due to the fact that the verse states: “And you shall 
bind them for a sign on your arm...and you shall write 
them” (Deuteronomy 6:8-9). The Sages derive from this 
verse that anyone who is not obligated in the mitzva, or 
does not believe in it, is not eligible to write Torah scrolls, 
phylacteries, or mezuzot (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 1:13; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 39:1 and Yoreh De'a 281:1). 
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And if a sukka was built by a Jew, he is not required to recite a 
blessing upon its construction, as itis taught in a baraita: One who 
constructs a sukka" for himself recites: Blessed are You, Lord our 
God, King of the universe, Who has given us life," sustained us, 
and brought us to this time. When he comes to sit in the sukka, he 
recites: Blessed are You, Lord our God, King of the universe, 
Who has sanctified us through His mitzvot and commanded us 
to reside in the sukka. The Gemara notes that the baraita indicates 
that he recites a blessing at the time of construction, whereas he 
does not recite a blessing including the words: To construct a 
sukka, which confirms the opinion of Rav Hisda. 


By contrast, the halakha with regard to phylacteries is a conclusive 
refutation of Rav Hisda’s opinion. Phylacteries are unfit when 
written by a gentile, as it is taught by Rav Hinnana, son of Rava, 


of Pashronya: A Torah scroll, phylacteries, or mezuzot that were 
written by a heretic," a Samaritan, a gentile, a Canaanite slave, a 
woman, a minor, or a Jewish apostate [meshummad]' are unfit, as 
it is stated: “And you shall bind them for a sign on your arm... and 
you shall write them on the doorposts of your house” (Deuteron- 
omy 6:8-9). From this juxtaposition, one can derive the following: 
Anyone who is included in the mitzva of binding" the phylacteries, 
i.e, one who is both obligated and performs the mitzva, is included 
in the class of people who may write Torah scrolls, phylacteries, and 
mezuzot; and anyone who is not included in the mitzva of binding 
is not included in the class of people who may write’ sacred texts. 


NOTES 
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That were written by a heretic — p2 }3ņ3W: It appears that 
Rashi's version of the text referred to priests, and from other 
sources it is clear that this means Christian priests (see Shita 
Mekubbetzet). Although the same halakha would apply to all 
gentiles, Christian priests are mentioned because they studied 
the Bible and were generally literate. According to the standard 
version of the text, the reference here is to a Jewish idol worship- 
per, or according to the Rambam, a Jew who denies fundamental 
Jewish beliefs. 


Anyone who is not included in the mitzva of binding is not 
included in the class of people who may write — iyxw bs 
npn ive Apwpa: The verse refers to phylacteries and mezuzot, 
but the halakha certainly applies to Torah scrolls as well, which 


have an even higher level of sanctity (Ritva on Gittin 45b). The 
groups enumerated here are not involved in these mitzvot for the 
following reasons: Samaritans are excluded in accordance with 
the opinion that they are not true converts and therefore have 
the status of gentiles. Women and Canaanite slaves are excluded 
because donning phylacteries is a positive, time-bound mitzva, 
from which they are exempt. Minors are excluded because they 
are exempt from mitzvot. Rashi (Gittin 45b) explains that heretics 
and apostates are excluded because they have rejected their 
subservience to mitzvot. According to this explanation, it would 
appear that they are disqualified by Torah law. Some hold that 
this is the Rambam’s opinion. Other early commentaries maintain 
that they are disqualified by rabbinic law (see Ritva on Gittin 45b 
citing his teacher, the Ra'ah; and see Ran on Gittin 45b). 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


won aa nbws sad poy ps Sx 
PPan bY sani ar PIWI KIA a Ama 
YMA VTP WK AP WIN | by 
UNA bw rn by moron rom my) 
Sy Ny yng WTP Wr JN” ie 
xb” "pban niwy” e pon myn 

Ta 


ameys TYN bp KAYU at IKI NYY 
TPVT 13 Uy ax abn yap AWN Wa 
myn ‘by Aish Px bywa - 32 
A pon a3 mn waa web ADYT 
ry wy dieters - ina mibipat as by 

TA 


MIY nain sap va PKI yy 
KT NAS NIN 7 V1 17 


3I PAK P 3D TI 31 > TNX 
md arvana 


37 Vox TAY 31 Vax AD ana D7 BX 
say snxay away aa MPYY pan 
my -pY ond wy byw naa bag 

DSD 


And despite the fact that phylacteries written by a gentile are unfit, 
a Jew who writes them does not have to recite a blessing. As 

Rav Hiyya, son of Rav Huna, sent a ruling in the name of Rabbi 

Yohanan: On phylacteries of the arm one says the blessing: Blessed 

are You, Lord our God, King of the universe, Who has sanctified us 

through His mitzvot and commanded us to don phylacteries. On 

phylacteries of the head one says the blessing: Blessed are You, 
Lord our God, King of the universe, Who has sanctified us through 

His mitzvot and commanded us concerning the mitzva of phylac- 
teries. The implication of this is that one recites blessings only when 

he dons the phylacteries, whereas when he writes the phylacteries 

he does not recite a blessing: To prepare phylacteries." 


Rather, isn’t this the reason" for the distinction between different 
mitzvot: For any mitzva whose performance is the completion of 
the mitzva," such as circumcision, even though it is valid when 
performed by a gentile, when it is performed by a Jew he must recite 
a blessing. But for any mitzva where the performance of a particu- 
lar act is not the completion of the mitzva, such as writing phylac- 
teries, where one does not complete the mitzva until he dons them, 
even though it is not valid when performed by a gentile, when it is 
performed by a Jew he does not need to recite a blessing. 


And with regard to reciting a blessing when one attaches ritual 
fringes to a garment, the Sages disagree about this: One Sage, Rav 
Adda bar Ahava, holds that it is an obligation pertaining to the cloak. 
Therefore, when one attaches the ritual fringes he is completing the 
mitzva, and he should recite a blessing: To prepare ritual fringes. And 
one Sage, Rav Nahman, citing Rav, holds that it is an obligation 
incumbent upon the man. Consequently, the mitzva is not complete 
until he wears the garment, and he should not recite a blessing when 
he attaches the ritual fringes to the garment. 


Rav Mordekhai’ said to Rav Ashi: You teach this halakha about 
gentiles attaching ritual fringes to a garment in this manner, citing 
Rav Yehuda in the name of Rav that the ritual fringes are invalid. 
Consequently, Rav Hisda raises a contradiction between this ruling 
and another ruling of Rav. 


We teach it in this way, according to which there is no contradiction: 
Rav Yehuda says that Rav says: From where is it derived that if 
ritual fringes are attached to a garment by a gentile they are valid? 
It is derived from that which is stated: “Speak unto the children 
of Israel and command them that they prepare for themselves 
[lahem] strings” (Numbers 15:38). From the fact that the verse does 
not merely state: That they prepare [veasu], but rather states “ve'asu 
lahem,” which can be translated as: That they prepare for them, the 
indication is that even others, i.e., gentiles, shall prepare ritual 
fringes for them. 


NOTES 


Whereas when he writes the phylacteries he does not recite a 
blessing: To prepare phylacteries - 122 xb pon nivyd toner: 
It appears from Tosafot that this phrase is part of Rav Hiyya’s quote of 
what Rabbi Yohanan said, and that he clarified both which blessings 
one does recite and what one does not recite. Alternatively, this was 
not stated explicitly by Rabbi Yohanan, but since Rabbi Yohanan 
mentioned which blessings to recite and did not mention a blessing 
that one recites upon writing phylacteries, the implication is that 
one does not recite a blessing at that time (see Jerusalem Talmud, 


Berakhot 9:3). 


Rather, isn’t this the reason — Kayy 127 wh KY: T 
understood as a rejection of the opinion of Rav Hisda (42a), who 
maintains that since Rav holds that ritual fringes are unfit if they are 
attached to a garment by a gentile, he must also hold that a Jew must 
recite a blessing when he attaches them to a garment. 
Rashi explains that this is an alternative to Rav Yosef 


not follow directly from Rav’s ruling about ritual fringes attached by 

a gentile that if they are attached by a Jew, he must recite a blessing. 
Rather, Rav Hisda's point is as follows: From the fact that Rav rules that 
ritual fringes attached by a gentile are unfit, it can be deduced that he 

holds that the mitzva pertains to the garment, and therefore attach- 
ing the ritual fringes is the completion of the mitzva. Consequently, 
one must recite a blessing upon attaching ritual fringes to a garment 
(see commentary attributed to Rashba). 


And with regard to ritual fringes, the Sages disagree about 
this - »enp x732 myy: Some explain that this is referring to the 
disagreement between Rav Adda bar Ahava, who recited a blessing 
when he attached ritual fringes to a garment, and Rav Nahman, 
who admonished him for doing so (Keren Ora, citing Rif; see Rab- 
beinu Gershom Meor HaGola). Rashi explains that this is referring to 
the disagreement between Rav Nahman and Rav Hisda about the 
opinion of Rav (see commentary attributed to Rashba). 


his can be 


1, 


s interpreta- 


tion of Rav Hisda's opinion. According to this interpretation, it does 
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HALAKHA 


Whose performance is the completion of the 
mitzva — myn Was Awy T: One recites a bless- 
ing over a mitzva only upon completing the 
mitzva. Consequently, when building a sukka, 
preparing a lulav or a shofar, attaching ritual 
fringes to a garment, or writing phylacteries or a 
mezuza, one does not recite a blessing over the 
mitzva; the blessing is recited only upon sitting 
in the sukka or picking up the lulav on Sukkot, 
hearing the shofar blast on Rosh HaShana, wear- 
ing the garment with its ritual fringes, donning 
he phylacteries, or affixing the mezuza to one’s 
doorway. One who builds a fence around his roof 
recites the blessing: Who has sanctified us with 
His mitzvot and has commanded us to construct 
a fence. The blessing is recited at the time of the 
construction because that is the completion of 
he mitzva, as nothing further must be done 
Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Berakhot 11:8). 


PERSONALITIES 


Rav Mordekhai — »37772 37: Rav Mordekhai was 
a sixth- and seventh-generation Babylonian 
amora and a student of Rav Ashi. There was 
also an amora named Rav Mordekhai who was 
a student of Rava, but these two Sages are pre- 
sumably not the same individual. Although Rav 

ordekhai studied under Rav Ashi, it appears 
hat Rav Ashi was not his primary teacher. Rather, 
he received traditions from other Sages, perhaps 
rom his hometown of Hagronya. There are sev- 
eral instances in which Rav Mordekhai is cited as 
reporting these traditions to Rav Ashi. At times, 
as in the Gemara here, when Rav Ashi had dif- 
ficulty resolving a tradition he had received, Rav 
ordekhai would report to him traditions he 
had received that were somewhat different from 
hose received by Rav Ashi. Rav Mordekhai out- 
ived Rav Ashi, and when the Sages of the next 
generation would have a halakhic question and 
would inquire of Rav Mordekhai, he would report 
o them what he had heard from Rav Ashi. 
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HALAKHA 


Ritual fringes from threads that protrude like thorns, 
etc. = 13) xP pa: One may not use wool that was 
detached from the animal when it became caught 
on thorns, or hairs that animals shed, or leftover warp 
strings for ritual fringes, because this would be a 
degradation of the mitzva. This is in accordance with 
the baraita (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 1:11; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 11:5 and Magen Avraham 
there). 


We require the spinning of the string to be for the 
sake of the mitzva - any mp va: The ritual fringes 
must be spun for the sake of the mitzva. This is the 
halakha concerning both the white strings and the 
sky-blue ones. Consequently, one may not take ready- 
made strings and use them as ritual fringes, as they 
were presumably not spun for the sake of the mitzva. 
Although the halakha is usually in accordance with 
the opinion of Rav in cases of ritual law, in this case the 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Shmuel, 
because he rules in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel. In addition, the Gemara 
(Sukka ga) rejects Rav’s reasoning (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Tzitzit 111; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 11:1). 


Coated them with gold or patched them with the 
skin of a non-kosher animal - py mbww ix am 9% 
ngay manay: If one plated his phylacteries with gold, 
or covered them with the hide of a non-kosher animal, 
the phylacteries are unfit (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 3:15; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 32:48). 


Until he prepares them for their sake — ;Tayw ay 
yaw: The hide used for the boxes of the phylacteries 
must be prepared for the sake of the mitzva. This is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabban Shimon ben 
Gamliel. The Rambam holds in accordance with the 
opinion of the first tanna. One may rely on his opinion 
in exigent circumstances, and therefore if one does not 
have access to another pair of phylacteries, he may use 
a pair made from a hide that was not prepared for the 
sake of the mitzva. Authorities disagree as to whether 
or not one recites a blessing under such circumstances 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer 
Torah 3:15; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 32:37, and see 
Mishna Berura there). 


How do you dye this sky-blue wool - 1397 xobvon xI 
nv) ampyay: One dyes sky-blue wool in the following 
manner: One akes wool and soaks it in lime and then 
washes it until it is clean. He then boils it in aloe or the 
like, as dyers do, so that the wool will absorb the dye. 
He then he takes the blood of a hilazon, a sea creature 
that has black blood and that is commonly found in the 
Mediterranean Sea. The blood is placed in a pot with 
various herbs and boiled. The wool is placed in the dye 
until it turns the color of the heavens (Rambam Sefer 
Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 2:2). 


PERSONALITIES 


Rav Shmuel bar Rav Yehuda - 71179 31.73 bnw I 

Rav Shmuel bar Rav Yehuda was a second- and third- 
generation Babylonian amora. He was a member of a 
family of converts; apparently both he and his father 
converted. Some suggest that his father was Rav 
Yehuda Hindua. Rav Shmuel bar Rav Yehuda's primary 
teacher was apparently Rav Yehuda, with whom he 
was very close. Rav Yehuda valued Rav Shmuel’s great 
integrity. Rav Shmuel bar Rav Yehuda also apparently 
spent a significant period of time in Eretz Yisrael. He 
studied under the Sages there and transmitted to them 
what he had received from the Babylonian amora‘im. 
Later he returned to Babylonia and, like Ulla and Ravin, 
he is considered one of the emissaries who conveyed 
the Torah of Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia. This Gemara 
tells of his describing to Abaye the process by which 
sky-blue dye was prepared in Eretz Yisrael. 
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Q Rav Yehuda says that Rav says: If one prepared ritual fringes 

from threads that protrude from the fabric like thorns [kotzim],"" 

or if he prepared them from threads [nimin] that were used to sew 
the garment and remain attached to it, or from the strings [ geradin] 

that hang from the bottom ofa garment, the ritual fringes are unfit, 
as one must attach ritual fringes to a garment for the sake of the 

mitzva. But ifhe prepared ritual fringes from swatches of wool that 
were not spun for the sake of the mitzva, they are fit. 


Rav Yehuda continues: When I stated this halakha in the name of 
Rav before Shmuel, he said to me: Even ritual fringes tied from 
swatches of wool that were not spun for the sake of the mitzva are 
unfit, as we require the spinning of the string to be for the sake of 
the mitzva.4 


The Gemara notes that this dispute is like a dispute between 
tanna’im, as it is taught in a baraita: If one took phylacteries and 
coated them with gold or patched them with the skin of a non- 
kosher animal," then they are unfit. But if one patched them with 
the skin of a kosher animal, then they are fit, and this is so even 
though he did not prepare the skin for their sake, i.e., for the sake 
of its use in a mitzva. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: Even if 
he patched them with the skin of a kosher animal they are unfit, 
until he prepares them for their sake." 


§ Abaye said to Rav Shmuel bar Rav Yehuda:’ How do you dye 
this sky-blue wool" to be used for ritual fringes? Rav Shmuel bar 
Rav Yehuda said to Abaye: We bring blood of a hilazon and various 
herbs" and put them in a pot and boil them. And then we take a 
bit of the resulting dye in an egg shell and test it by using it to dye 
a wad of wool to see if it has attained the desired hue. And then we 
throw away that egg shell and its contents and burn the wad of 
wool. 


NOTES 


If one prepared ritual fringes from threads that protrude like 
thorns [kotzim] — mx ipi pa pwy: According to Rashi, this is 
referring to leftover strings at the bottom of the garment. In his 
commentary on Sukka 9a he explains that it refers to warp strings 
that came loose and were then tied back onto the garment. They 
are called kotzim because one cuts [kotzetzim] them, or because 
they look like thorns [kotzim] (according to the text cited in Hag- 
gahot Tzon Kodashim; see also Ritva on Sukka 9a). 

Rashi explains that the various threads mentioned here are 
unfit because they were not attached to the garment for the 
sake of ritual fringes. Tosafot quote Rashi as stating that this is 
problematic due to the principle: Prepare it, and not from what has 
already been prepared. According to this interpretation, if one cut 
these strings off of the garment and then reattached them, they 
would then be fit for use as ritual fringes. Others explain that the 
reason they are unfit is that they were already used for another 
purpose (Sefer Halttur). 

The geonim offer a different interpretation, which is adopted 
by the Rambam. They explain that the term kotzim is referring 
to wool that one collects from thorns after sheep have passed 
by and some of their wool has caught on the thorns. Nimin are 
thick strands of wool that are separated from the finer strands. 
Geradin are threads that form bumps in the weave and are cut off 
by the weaver in order to smooth out the cloth. According to the 
explanation of the geonim, it is prohibited to use these scraps as 
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ritual fringes because they are not of high enough quality to use 
for making a garment (Ba'al HaMaor on Sukka 9a; see Meiri), or 
because it is disrespectful to use threads of inferior quality for the 
mitzva of ritual fringes (Kesef Mishne). 


Coated them with gold or patched them with the skin of a 
non-kosher animal - may mama wy yoy YYW ine IM (9%: 
t appears that Rashi and the Rambam explain this to mean that 
he made the boxes of the phylacteries, in which the parchments 
are placed, from gold or from leather from a non-kosher animal. 


These boxes are unfit because the boxes must be made from the 


hide of a kosher animal. 

In his commentary on Sanhedrin 48b, Rashi explains that the 
case is where one had valid boxes for phylacteries and covered 
hem with gold or with leather from a non-kosher animal (see 
Noda BiYehuda, Orah Hayyim 1, and the comment of the Netziv 
here). 


Blood of a hilazon and various herbs — p320) hn DT: According 
o Rashi the sky-blue dye [tekhelet] of the Torah refers to the blood 
of a certain sea creature known as the hilazon (see 44a). The herbs 
are added to facilitate the wool’s absorption of the dye. According 
o Tosafot tekhelet is defined as a dye that is derived from the blood 
of a hilazon and various herbs. 
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The Gemara comments: Learn from this statement three halakhot: 
Learn from it that wool that was dyed for the purpose of testing the 
dye and not for use as ritual fringes is unfit for ritual fringes. Conse- 
quently, one burns the wad of wool so that no one will use it for ritual 
fringes. And learn from it that we require dyeing for the sake of 
the mitzva. And learn from it that using dye for testing renders all 
the dye in that vessel unfit." Therefore, some of the dye is removed 
from the pot before it is tested. 


The Gemara challenges: The halakha that wool dyed for the purpose 
of testing the dye is unfit is the same as the requirement of dyeing 
for the sake of the mitzva. It is only because the sky-blue strings must 
be dyed for the sake of the mitzva that wool dyed as a test is unfit for 
use as ritual fringes, so why are these stated as two halakhot? Rav 
Ashi said: The statement about learning three halakhot employs the 
style known as: What is the reason," and it means: What is the 
reason that wool that was dyed for the purpose of testing is unfit? 
It is because we require dyeing for the sake of the mitzva." 


The Gemara notes that the halakha that using the dye for testing 
renders all the dye in the pot unfit is subject to a dispute between 
tanna’im, as it is taught in a baraita: Tekhelet dye that was used for 
testing is unfit, as it is stated concerning the priestly vestments: 


“And you shall make the robe of the ephod entirely of blue [kelil 


tekhelet]” (Exodus 28:31)" which indicates that the dye must be used 
exclusively for this purpose, i.e., this must be the first item it is being 
used to dye. This is the statement of Rabbi Hanina ben Gamliel. 


Rabbi Yohanan ben Dahavai says: Even a second appearance 
caused by the dye is fit, meaning even ifit is the second time that the 
dye is being used, it is still fit. As it is stated in the verse: “And scarlet 
wool [ushni tola‘at]” (Leviticus 14:4)," whichis interpreted to mean 
that this may be the second [sheni] usage of the dye. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: There is no reliable method of testing 
sky-blue wool," and therefore it may be purchased only from an 
expert." There is a method of testing phylacteries to ensure they 
were written properly, but nevertheless they may be purchased only 
from an expert. There is a method of testing Torah scrolls and 
mezuzot,'" and they may be purchased from anyone. 


NOTES 


e publisher 


HALAKHA 

We require dyeing for the sake of the mitzva - 
nw) may Wya: The sky-blue wool of ritual fringes 

must be dyed for the sake of the mitzva, otherwise 

it is not fit. If one dyed a bit of wool to test a batch 

of dye, all of the dye in that container is rendered 

unfit. Therefore, one should place a small amount of 
the dye in a small vessel and use that for testing. He 

should then burn the woo! that was used for testing, 
as it is unfit because it was dyed for the purpose of 
testing. He should also discard the dye in the small 

vessel, since using the dye for testing renders the 

entire contents of the vessel unfit (Rambam Sefer 
Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 2:3). 


From an expert — mma pa: One should acquire 
sky-blue wool for ritual fringes only from an expert, 
so as to be sure that it was dyed for the sake of the 
mitzva (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 2:4). 


Phylacteries...Torah scrolls and mezuzot - 
nina oD. PPan: One should purchase phylac- 
teries only from a scribe who is an expert in the 
details of how to write phylacteries. Although one 
can inspect the writing to ensure that it was writ- 
ten properly, there is concern that one might not 
expend the effort to open the boxes and perform 
the examination. One may purchase mezuzot or 
the parchments of phylacteries before they are 
inserted into the boxes from anyone, provided that 
one inspects them (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 2:10; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 39:8, and see 39:9). 


And learn from it that using dye for testing renders all the 
dye in that vessel unfit — mee mayyy Fy yaw: Rashi adds 
that not only would all the dye i in the vat become disqualified 
if the wool were dyed for testing in the vat itself, but even if 
the testing were done from the dye in the eggshell, if the rest 
of that dye were poured back into the vat, the entire vat would 
be disqualified. 


Employs the style known as: What is the reason - oyy ma 
‘waxp: According to this, there are actually only two conclusions 
to be drawn, and not three as initially stated (Josafot). Alter- 
natively, since one point is the consequence of the other, it is 
possible to view these as two distinct points, and there are still a 
total of three conclusions (commentary attributed to Rashba). 


And you shall make the robe of the ephod entirely of blue 
[kelil tekhelet] - nyan bba: This phrase appears in the context 
of the priestly vestments. Nevertheless, it sets the standard for 
tekhelet required for any mitzva (Tosafot). 

Rashi explains that the point is that the dye may be used 
only once because the first dyeing absorbs the essence of the 
pigment and the second dyeing will not be as effective. For 
this reason, if some of the dye is removed and used for testing, 
the rest of the dye may still be used (commentary attributed 


to Rashba). Tosafot disagree with Rashi’s opinion that a batch 
of dye may be used only once. They understand the phrase 
kelil tekhelet to mean that the dye in the vat must be used 
exclusively to dye wool that is fit for the mitzva of ritual fringes. 
Alternatively, Keren Ora suggests that kelil tekhelet is interpreted 
to mean perfectly sky-blue, i.e., dye whose color is so pure that 
it does not require any testing. 


And scarlet wool [ushni tola‘at] — nybin wW: The plain sense 
of the term shni tolaat is wool that is dyed scarlet, but Rabbi 
Yohanan ben Dahavai interprets it homiletically, as though the 
word were pronounced sheni, i.e., second. He then extrapolates 
that just as the scarlet dye may be used more than once, the 
same is true of sky-blue dye, which is often mentioned in the 
Torah together with scarlet (see, e.g., Exodus 28:6). 


There is no reliable method of testing sky-blue wool — nhan 
mpa ay px: Rashi explains that the Gemara initially assumes 
that this means that it is impossible to test whether wool has 
been dyed with real tekhelet or with indigo. Rabbeinu Gershom 
Meor HaGola explains that Gemara initially assumes that this 
means that there is no need to test whether it is tekhelet or 
indigo. 


Phylacteries...Torah scrolls and mezuzot - D099.. PPan 
niwa: Rashi explains that it is possible to check whether the 
Torah portions contained in these items have been written 
accurately. Nevertheless, phylacteries must be purchased from 
an expert because they must be written on parchment that 
was prepared for the purpose of being used for phylacteries. 
This tanna holds that Torah scrolls and mezuzot do not have 
this requirement, and therefore they may be purchased from 
anyone. 

Tosafot contend that even the parchment used in Torah 
scrolls and mezuzot must be prepared for the sake of the 
mitzva. Nevertheless, one may purchase these items from 
anyone, because everyone is aware of and careful about this 
requirement. The reason one must purchase phylacteries only 
from an expert is due to the concern that the phylacteries may 
not have been written properly. Although the writing can be 
checked, checking them requires opening up the boxes, which 
is a denigration of the phylacteries. Alternatively, since opening 
the boxes requires effort, there is concern that one will not take 
the trouble to check the phylacteries (Rosh). 
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LANGUAGE 


Alum clay [megavya gila] - xd x33: Megavya is 
an ancient Akkadian word for alum. Alum was used in 
almudic times for various purposes, including gluing 
ogether shards of earthenware vessels, as an ingre- 
dient in medical potions, and as a binding agent in 
he dyeing process. It appears from this Gemara that 
it was also used to remove certain stains from fabric. 
Gila apparently refers to clay or earth. The Rambam 
holds that megavya gila refers to straw, which is how 
he word gila is used in Targum Onkelos (see, e.g., 
Exodus 5:12). 


Perek IV 
Daf 43 Amuda 


BACKGROUND 


Its color would fade [ipparad hazutei] - PINI TƏN: 
Ipparad means separated or detached, and therefore 
he expression ipparad hazutei may mean that the color 
became detached from the fabric, or that there are now 
different hues that are distinct and separate from one 
another, indicating that the dye cannot withstand the 
aundering agents. It should be noted that attempts 
o replicate these methods of testing in modern times 
in order to identify the authentic sky-blue dye have 
been inconclusive. 


LANGUAGE 


Hard [arkesa] — xb3 1K: This word, which does not 
appear anywhere else in the Gemara, is understood 
by the early commentaries to mean strong or sharp. 
Some suggest that it is a corruption of a Greek word of 
he same meaning. According to the version of the text 
hat is recorded in some early commentaries (see, €.g., 
Rif), the word is harsena or harsanya, which can refer 
o shelled or ground barley. It appears that the Ram- 
bam’s version of the text had the word harsena, which 
means a small fish, as he explains that the reference is 
o dough prepared for a sharp food that included fish, 
brine, and either flour or fermented dough. 
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The Gemara asks: And is there no method for testing sky-blue 
wool? But didn’t Rav Yitzhak, son of Rav Yehuda, test it to ensure 
it was dyed with tekhelet? The Gemara provides a mnemonic for the 
test, which was carried out with items whose names contain the 
letters gimmel, shin, or mem. He would bring alum clay [megavya 
gila], and water of fenugreek [shavlilta],® and urine [meimei 


raglayim|] 


Fenugreek [shavlilta] - xvbaw: Usually called tiltan by the 
Sages, fenugreek is a legume from the Fabaceae family, Trigo- 
nella foenum-graecum. It grows to less than 1m in height, has 
furry, hollow stalks, and sprouts triangular, light-green leaves and 
white flowers. The fruit grows in thin pods up to 15 cm in size, 
and contains flat seeds roughly 5 mm in size. Fenugreek is usu- 
ally cultivated for its seeds, which are eaten and utilized in the 
preparation of many seasonings. Its young stalks are also used as 
seasoning. In various countries fenugreek is used as fodder as well 
as fertilizer. Water of fenugreek would appear to be water in which 
fenugreek had been soaked. The Rambam, apparently following 
Rav Shmuel ben Hofni Gaon, understands it as the mucilage of 


BACKGROUND 


the fenugreek plant. 
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Fenugreek 


that was forty days old." He would soak the sky-blue wool in this 

solution from night until morning. If its color would fade [ippa- 
rad hazutei],® the sky-blue wool was determined to be unfit, as it 
was not dyed with tekhelet derived from a hilazon. Ifits color would 

not fade, the sky-blue wool was determined to be fit. 


And Rav Adda said before Rava in the name of Rav Avira: One 
brings hard [arkesa]' leavened barley dough and bakes the sky- 
blue wool in it. If the color of the sky-blue wool changes for the 
better, meaning that the process intensifies the color of the sky-blue 
wool, then it is fit. Ifthe color of the sky-blue wool changes for the 
worse, i.e., it fades, then itis unfit. And your mnemonic is: Change 
reveals falsehood and change reveals truth. All of this indicates that 
it is possible to test whether sky-blue wool has been dyed with real 
tekhelet, contrary to the baraita. 


The Gemara explains the baraita: What does it mean when it says: 
There is no reliable method of testing sky-blue wool? It means that 
there is no way to test whether it was dyed for the sake of the mitzva 
or for the purpose of testing the dye." 


The Gemara relates that Mar, a Sage from Mashkhei, brought sky- 
blue wool in the years when Rav Ahai was a preeminent Sage. They 
tested it in the manner described by Rav Yitzhak, son of Rav 
Yehuda, and its color faded. They then tested it in the manner 
described by Rav Adda and the color changed for the better. 


NOTES 


MENAHOT : PEREK IV : 43A ° 37977 pa 


Forty days old - D? Dya ya: Rashi explains that this refers to 
urine from a baby that is ‘forty days old. Alternatively, it refers to 
urine that left a person's body forty days earlier. The Rambam inter- 
prets the Gemara in accordance with this second explanation. 


To test whether it was dyed for the purpose of testing the dye - 
mye: For this reason, the baraita requires that one purchase 
sky-blue wool from an expert, who is aware that wool that was 
dyed for testing is unfit for the mitzva of ritual fringes. Nevertheless, 


itis still necessary to test whether the wool was dyed with tekhelet 
or indigo, as some sellers are not knowledgeable with regard to 
this issue (Tosafot; see Birkat HaZevah and Tzon Kodashim, which 
cite differing interpretations as to the precise intent of Tosafot). 
The Rambam infers from the Gemara here that although one is 
not obligated to test sky-blue wool purchased from an expert, if 
one does perform the tests described in the Gemara and the wool 
does not pass, it is unfit for ritual fringes (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Tzitzit 2:4, and see Kesef Mishne there). 
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The Sages thought that the sky-blue wool should be deemed unfit 
because it did not pass the first test. Rav Ahai said to them: But 
how could it be that this wool is not tekhelet, as it failed one of the 
tests, and is also not indigo, as it passed the other? This is impos- 
sible, because it must be one or the other. Rather, conclude from 
it that these halakhot were stated together." 


He explains: In a case where we tested the wool in the manner 
described by Rav Yitzhak, son of Rav Yehuda, and its color did 
not fade, it is fit and requires no further testing. If its color faded, 
then we test it in the manner described by Rav Adda, with hard 
leavened barley dough. If the color changed for the better it is fit; 
if the color changed for the worse it is unfit. The Gemara adds: 
They sent a message from there, i.e., Eretz Yisrael: These halakhot 
were in fact stated together, as explained by Rav Ahai. 


The Gemara relates that Rabbi Mani was exacting and purchased 
sky-blue wool in accordance with the stringencies of the baraita‘ 
cited earlier, i.e., that wool dyed as a test is unfit for ritual fringes, 
and that therefore one should purchase sky-blue wool for ritual 
fringes only from an expert. A certain elder said to him: This is 
what your early predecessors did, and their businesses were 
successful.’ 


The Sages taught in a baraita: In the case of one who purchases a 
cloak with ritual fringes from the marketplace," if he purchased 
it from a Jew it retains its presumptive status" that it is fit for the 
mitzva. If he purchased it from a gentile, then if he purchased it 
from a merchant it is presumed to be fit," as the merchant would 
want to maintain his credibility and would therefore purchase the 
sky-blue strings only from a reliable source. But if he purchased it 
from a gentile who is an ordinary person rather than a professional 
merchant, the sky-blue strings are unfit, as the seller presumably 
dyed them himself. 


And even though the Sages said: A person is not permitted to sell" 
a cloak with ritual fringes to a gentile until he unties and removes 
its ritual fringes, it is permitted to purchase such a cloak from a 
gentile merchant, as it is assumed that the merchant acquired the 
cloak from a Jew who ignored this halakha. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason for the prohibition against 
selling a cloak with ritual fringes to a gentile? The Gemara answers: 
Here they interpreted that it is prohibited because of the concern 
that the gentile will visit a prostitute" and observers will think that 
he is a Jew. Alternatively, Rav Yehuda said: It is prohibited lest a 
Jew mistake the gentile for a Jew and accompany him on a journey 
thinking that he is also Jewish, due to his ritual fringes, and the 
gentile might then kill him. 


HALAKHA 


These halakhot were stated together — 1AN ‘TIAN KNOW: 
How does one test sky-blue wool to determine whether it was 
dyed properly or not? One soaks it for a twenty-four hour period 
in a solution of straw, water of fenugreek, and urine that fermented 
for forty days. If the color does not fade, it is deemed fit. If it does 
fade, one takes barley dough that has been fermented for use 
with fish and brine, and he bakes the wool in that dough. He 
then inspects the wool. If it faded further it is unfit. If the color 
became darker and more intense, then it is fit (Rambam Sefer 
Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 2:5). 


One who purchases a cloak with ritual fringes from the mar- 
ketplace — pws pa ny wa mv npibn: If one purchases a cloak 
with ritual fringes from a Jew, or from a gentile merchant who 
claims to have purchased it from a Jew, it is fit. The Mishna Berura 
discusses whether it is permitted to purchase ritual fringes that 


are not attached to a cloak from a gentile merchant. But if he 
purchased them from a gentile who is not a merchant, the ritual 
fringes are presumed to be unfit (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Tzitzit 2:7; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 20:1). 


A person is not permitted to sell, etc. - ^3) via NWOT PN: 
One may not sell a cloak with ritual fringes to a gentile, due to the 
concern lest a Jew think that the buyer is Jewish and accompany 
him on a journey, in which case the gentile might kill him. There 
are those who say that even in a situation where this concern does 
not apply, it remains prohibited to sell a cloak with ritual fringes 
to a gentile due to the concern that he may visit a prostitute and 
observers will assume he is a Jew (Hayyei Adam). It is prohibited 
even to give him a cloak with ritual fringes as collateral or a deposit, 
unless it is for a very short period of time (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Tzitzit 3:9; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 20:2). 


NOTES 


Rabbi Mani was exacting and purchased sky-blue 
wool in accordance with the stringencies of the 
baraita — KADA AN pan Pt ya a7: Rabbi Mani 
purchased sky-blue dye in order to sell it to others. Rab- 
beinu Gershom Meor HaGola explains that Rabbi Mani 
would follow all possible stringencies by purchasing 
exclusively from experts and then performing both 
tests. Others explain that his stringency consisted of 
not relying on testing and therefore purchasing only 
from experts (Nimmukei Yosef). 


And their businesses were successful — noyxy 
amp: This is in accordance with the Gemara in 
Pesahim (50b) that those who sell sky-blue dye or oth- 
erwise engage in the work of Heaven for a profit do 
not see a sign of blessing from their labor, but if they 
engage in these activities for the sake of Heaven, they 
do see blessing from their labor (Keren Ora). 


From a Jewit retains its presumptive status -gwn 
ANPINa KY: There is a presumptive status that the 


of those who involve themselves with the prepara- 
tion of ritual fringes are experts (Nimmukei Yosef, Olat 
Shlomo). The Bah (Orah Hayyim 20) infers from the fact 
that the Gemara does not simply state that the ritual 
fringes are fit that it depends on whether the seller is 
a reliable individual. 


If he purchased it from a merchant it is presumed 
to be fit — Mw a7 pa: The assumption is that the 
gentile merchant purchased the cloak and ritual fringes 
from a Jew who is an expert and knows that the sky- 
blue wool must be dyed for the sake of the mitzva 
in order to be fit for use as ritual fringes, and knows 
that wool that was colored in order to test the dye is 
considered unfit. The merchant would not lie, as he 
does not want to ruin his professional reputation. This 
is not the case if he is a private individual rather than 
a professional merchant (Rashi). There are those who 
explain that this refers to an established merchant 
who routinely does business with Jews (Nimmukei 
Yosef). Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola explains that 
whereas there might be circumstances under which 
a Jew would sell sky-blue wool to a gentile merchant, 
a Jew would never sell it to a gentile who is a private 
individual. 


Because of the concern that the gentile will visit 
a prostitute — mit Own: Rashi offers two interpre- 
tations: One is that this refers to a Jewish prostitute, 
and the concern is that she will engage in intercourse 
with this gentile because she believes him to be a Jew. 
Consequently, the prostitute will violate the prohibi- 
ion: “Neither shall you make marriages with them” 
(Deuteronomy 7:3). Some commentaries claim that 
his interpretation is difficult because the prohibition 
does not apply to intercourse that occurs outside of 
he context of marriage (Karnei Reem). 

Rashi’s second interpretation, which is also the 
explanation of Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola, is that 
he gentile will visit a gentile prostitute and give her the 
cloak with the ritual fringes as payment for her services. 
She will then claim that the cloak was given to her by a 
particular Jew, thereby unfairly sullying his reputation. 


3D 1p: MENAHOT - PEREK IV: 43A 269 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


LANGUAGE 


Garment [pirzuma] — X209: From the Greek 
mepifwpa, perizoma, meaning loincloth or 
smock. 


HALAKHA 


Every morning he would recite the blessing — 
xy bp TA: One must recite a blessing on his 
ritual fringes in the morning, even if he wore his 
daytime garment throughout the entire night. This 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, 
who holds that the obligation of ritual fringes 
does not apply at night. He must recite a blessing 
in the morning even according to the opinion 
that a daytime garment is required to have ritual 
fringes if worn during the night, because since the 
night exempts a garment that is generally worn 
at night, it serves as an interruption between the 
daytime preceding it and the daytime follow- 
ing it (Beit Yosef). It is proper to touch the ritual 
fringes when reciting the blessing. There are those 
who say that he should not recite a blessing if 
he wore a daytime garment all night long, since 
there has not been an interruption in the mitzva 
with regard to the specific garment he is wearing 
(Bah). The Magen Avraham concludes that it is 
advisable not to recite a blessing on the garment, 
and the blessing he recites on his prayer shawl 
will apply to the garment as well (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 8:16). 


Every time one dons them - maw pat ba: 
One recites a blessing on his phylacteries every 
time he dons them, even if he removes them and 
dons them again several times in one day. The 
same applies to ritual fringes. Some hold that if 
he removed them with the intention of putting 
them back on a short time later, he does not recite 
a new blessing (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefil- 
lin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 4:7; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 8:14, 25:12). 


Deems women exempt - 0°33 "wis: Women 
and Canaanite slaves are not obligated in the 
mitzva of ritual fringes, as it is a positive, time- 
bound mitzva. This is in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Shimon, whose opinion is expressed 
in unattributed mishnayot and accepted by the 
Gemara in several places (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Tzitzit 3:8; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 17:2, 
and see Beur HaGra there). 


NOTES 


Why did he recite the blessing on ritual fringes 
each and every morning - x15¥ bs TINAN 
WYN: Since this mitzva is not limited to the day- 
time, one should recite the blessing only the first 
time he puts on his cloak. The days and nights that 
follow are considered like one long time period, as 
there is no interruption in the obligation (Rashi). 


When he changed from a nighttime garment 
to a daytime garment - mh MDN WN 3 
ov mba): The Gemara's question assumes that 
the Sages would arise before daybreak in order to 
study Torah. Therefore, the Gemara asks why Rav 
Yehuda did not recite the blessing when he awoke, 
rather than waiting until the morning. It answers 
that he wore one cloak at night and in the morn- 
ing he would put on a nicer cloak, which he would 
wear in public. He recited the blessing when he 
put on the daytime cloak (Rabbeinu Gershom 
Meor HaGola; Rashi). 
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§ Rav Yehuda would affix white and sky-blue strings to the gar- 
ment [pirzuma]! of his wife. And every morning he would recite 
the blessing:" To wrap ourselves in garments with ritual fringes. 


The Gemara asks: From the fact that he would affix ritual fringes to 
his wife's garments, it is apparent that he holds that the obligation of 
ritual fringes is a positive mitzva that is not time-bound, and there- 
fore women are also obligated in it. But if that is his opinion, why did 
he recite the blessing on ritual fringes each and every morning?" 
In order for the mitzva to not be time-bound, it must apply at night, 
in which case a new blessing should not be recited in the morning. 


The Gemara answers: Rav Yehuda was acting in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, as it is taught in a baraita: 
With regard to phylacteries, every time one dons them" he recites 
the blessing over them, even several times in one day; this is the 
statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 


The Gemara asks: If so, he should have also recited a blessing every 
time that he took the cloak off and put it back on, and not merely 
once a day in the morning. The Gemara answers: Rav Yehuda was a 

modest man and he did not remove his cloak the entire day. The 

Gemara asks: In what way is it different from the morning, i.e., why 
did he recite a blessing in the morning? The Gemara answers: He 

recited the blessing in the morning when he changed from a night- 
time garment to a daytime garment." 


Q The Sages taught in a baraita: Everyone is obligated in the mitzva 
of ritual fringes, including priests, Levites, Israelites, converts, 
women, and Canaanite slaves. Rabbi Shimon deems women 
exempt," because the mitzva of ritual fringes is a positive, time- 
bound mitzva,’ and women are exempt from every positive, time- 
bound mitzva. 


The Gemara analyzes the baraita. The Master said in the baraita: 
Everyone is obligated in the mitzva of ritual fringes, including 
priests, Levites, and Israelites. The Gemara asks: Isn't that obvious? 
As, if priests, Levites, and Israelites were exempt from the mitzva, 
who then is to be obligated? 


BACKGROUND 


Positive time-bound mitzva - xa% parme mwy my: Neither the 
mishna nor the Gemara explains why women are exempt from 
mitzvot that must be performed at specific times. Jewish thinkers 
through the ages have tried to explain this legal distinction between 
the sexes. The fourteenth-century halakhic work Kolbo by Rabbi 
Aaron HaKohen, and the commentary to the prayer book known 
as Abudirham from the same century, both claim that a woman 
is subservient to her husband and must be prepared at all times 
to do his bidding. Were a woman obligated to perform a mitzva at 
a set time, conflicts might arise between serving her husband and 
fulfilling her legal requirements. A quandary of this kind will not 
occur when a woman can postpone a mitzva such as charity, which 
does not need to be performed at a particular time. An extension 
of this opinion is that for a woman with children, time is not her 
own. A mother cannot be expected to perform mitzvot at fixed 
times during the day when she must tend to her young ones. This 
theory apparently does not take into account the fact that many 
females have long periods in their lives when they are not married 
or do not have children requiring constant attention. Still, there are 
halakhot that are imposed universally despite being applicable in 
only some situations. 
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A different explanation is that women are on a higher spiritual 
plane than men and therefore do not require time-bound mitzvot to 
deepen their relationship with God. One proponent of this theory is 
the nineteenth-century scholar Rabbi Samson Raphael Hirsch, who 
wrote in his commentary to Leviticus 23:43 that a man’s loyalty to 
Torah is constantly being tested, which is why he must be periodi- 
cally guided by mitzvot reminding him of his religion. Women are 
tempted less by their environment because their inherent spirituality 
naturally draws them to God. 

It should be noted that the category of time-bound mitzvot 
from which women are exempt is relatively small compared to the 
number of positive mitzvot that women must perform. The mitzvot 
from which women are exempt include reciting Shema twice daily, 
wearing ritual fringes, donning phylacteries, taking the four spe- 
cies on the festival of Sukkot, sitting in the sukka, and hearing the 
shofar on Rosh HaShana. Many women nevertheless do observe 
the majority of these mitzvot. There is an additional list of positive, 
time-bound mitzvot that women are obligated to observe. This list 
includes reciting kiddush on Shabbat and eating matza on the first 
night of Passover. 
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The Gemara answers: It was necessary for the baraita to mention 
that priests are obligated to fulfill the mitzva, as it may enter your 
mind to say as follows: Since it is written: “You shall not wear 
diverse kinds, wool and linen together. You shall prepare yourself 
twisted cords upon the four corners of your covering” (Deuteron- 
omy 22:11-12), only one who is not permitted to wear diverse kinds 
is obligated in the mitzva of ritual fringes. With regard to these 
priests, since diverse kinds are permitted for them when they 
perform the Temple service, as the belt of the priestly vestments 
contains diverse kinds, they should not be obligated in the mitzva 
of ritual fringes. 


Therefore, the baraita teaches us that although the prohibition of 
diverse kinds is permitted for them at the time when they perform 
the Temple service, when it is not the time of the Temple service 
it is not permitted," and therefore priests are obligated in the mitzva 
of ritual fringes. 


The baraita states that Rabbi Shimon deems women exempt. The 
Gemara asks: What is the reasoning of Rabbi Shimon? The Gemara 
answers: As it is taught in a baraita that with regard to ritual fringes 
it is stated: “And it shall be unto you for a fringe, that you may look 
upon it and remember all the commandments of the Lord” (Num- 
bers 15:39). The term “that you may look” excludes a nighttime 
garment," as it is dark at night and it is therefore difficult to see. 


The baraita continues: One may ask: Do you say that the verse serves 

to exclude a nighttime garment? Or is it to exclude only the gar- 
ment of a blind person, who is also unable to see his ritual fringes? 

The tanna explains: When the verse states: “Of your covering, with 

which you cover yourself” (Deuteronomy 22:12), the garment ofa 

blind person is mentioned as being included, as the verse already 
stated: “Of your covering,” and did not need to state: “With which 

you cover yourself.” If so, how do I realize the meaning of the exclu- 
sion: “That you may look upon it”? It must exclude a nighttime 

garment. 


The Gemara asks: What did you see that led you to include the 
garment ofa blind person from the phrase: “With which you cover 
yourself,” and to exclude a nighttime garment from the phrase: 
“That you may look upon it,” rather than including a nighttime gar- 
ment in the obligation and excluding the garment ofa blind person? 
The Gemara answers: I include the garment of a blind person," 
which is visible to others, even though the blind person himself 
cannot see it, and I exclude a nighttime garment," which is not 
visible even to others. 


The Gemara asks: And the Rabbis who disagree with Rabbi Shimon, 


HALAKHA 


When it is not the time of the Temple service it is not permitted - And | exclude a nighttime garment — ah MDD NN NNT: The 


WN xb may py sba: Ifa priest wears his priestly vestments when 
he is not performing the Temple service, he is flogged, because the 
belt contains both wool and linen. He is permitted to wear it only 
when he is performing the Temple service, when wearing the belt 
is a positive mitzva, like that of ritual fringes. The Ra’avad holds that 
priests are permitted to wear their vestments as long as they are in the 
Temple (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Kilayim 10:32 and Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 8:11, and see Kesef Mishne and Radbaz there). 


I include the garment of a blind person — K2 MDD y% 7AN: 
Although the verse states: “That you may look upon it” (Numbers 
15:39), a blind man is obligated in the mitzva of ritual fringes. This is 
due to the fact that although he cannot see his ritual fringes, others 
can see them. This is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon 
and the explanation of the baraita (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 
3:7; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 171). 


obligation of ritual fringes is limited to the daytime, as the verse states: 
“That you may look upon it” (Numbers 15:39); this limits the mitzva to 
he daytime, which is the time for seeing. This is in accordance with 
he opinion of Rabbi Shimon and the explanation of the baraita. The 
Rambam holds that any garment that one wears during the day, even 
if its primary designation is for nighttime use, requires ritual fringes. 
Conversely, a garment that is worn at night is exempt from the obliga- 
ion of ritual fringes even if its primary designation is for daytime use. 

According to the Rosh, any garment whose primary designation is 
or nighttime use is exempt from ritual fringes even if it is worn during 
he day, and a garment whose primary designation is for daytime use 
requires ritual fringes even if it is worn at night. The Rema writes that 
since the principle is to be lenient in a case of uncertainty as to whether 
or not to recite a blessing, one should recite a blessing only if he is 
wearing a daytime garment and it is currently daytime (Rambam Sefer 
Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 3:7; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 18:1). 


NOTES 


Excludes a nighttime garment - mo bw 
aby There is a dispute among the early com- 
mentaries as to the precise meaning of this 
statement. Rabbeinu Tam holds that a night- 
time garment is exempt from ritual fringes 
even when it is occasionally worn during the 
day, whereas a daytime garment is obligated 
even when it is worn at night. Conversely, 
Rashi and the Rambam hold that any gar- 
ment is exempt from ritual fringes if it is worn 
at night, and any garment is obligated to have 
ritual fringes if it is worn during the day (see 
Rosh, Hilkhot Tzitzit 1; Sha‘agat Arye 30). 


| include the garment of a blind person, 
etc. — 131 NID MDD NK Aaa: The midrash 
offers another explanation: After the verse 
states: “That you may look upon it and remem- 
ber” (Numbers 15:39), it states: “That you 
may remember” (Numbers 15:40). The Torah 
thereby refers to both sight and remembrance, 
indicating that the mitzva is limited to times 
of the day when people can see, whereas 
individuals who cannot see are included in 
the mitzva as long as they can remember it 
(Bemidbar Rabba 17:5). 
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NOTES 


What do they do with - mh stay xia: Rashi explains 
that the explanation suggested ‘previously, that this 
phrase includes the garment of a blind man, is not 
feasible according to the Rabbis: Since they hold that 
even a nighttime garment requires ritual fringes, it 
is obvious that the garment of a blind man, which 
can be seen by others, requires ritual fringes (Rashi). 


As five includes four - yak wan dopa ww: A five- 
cornered garment is obligated because itis essentially 
a four-cornered garment with one additional corner. 
Consequently, ritual fringes are attached to only four 
of the corners. The halakha is the same for a garment 
with more than five corners (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Tzitzit 3:3). 


Once a person is obligated in this mitzva of 
ritual fringes he is obligated in all of the mitzvot - 
ta myn boa anny it myn Oty nnw ppa: Rashi 
explains this to mean that once morning arrives and 
one becomes obligated in the mitzva of ritual fringes, 
he becomes obligated in all mitzvot, because many 
mitzvot apply specifically during the daytime. This 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, 
who holds that the mitzva of ritual fringes does not 
apply at night. Alternatively, Rashi explains that once 
an individual becomes obligated in this mitzva when 
he reaches the age of majority, he becomes obligated 
in all of the mitzvot (see Maharsha and Sefat Emet). 


HALAKHA 

A garment that has four corners but not one that 
has three corners — vow x) yar: A garment that 
does not have four corners is exempt from ritual 
fringes. If a garment has more than four corners, 
it is obligated to have ritual fringes, and these are 
attached to the four corners that are farthest apart 
from each other (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 
3:3; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 10:1). 
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what do they do with," i.e., how do they interpret, this verse: 

“With which you cover yourself” (Deuteronomy 22:12)? The 

Gemara answers that the Rabbis require it for that which is taught 

in a baraita: The phrase “on the four corners of your garment” 
(Deuteronomy 22:12) indicates that one is required to attach ritual 

fringes to a garment that has four corners, but not to one that has 

three corners." 


The baraita continues: Do you say that a garment with four corners 
is obligated but not a garment with three corners? Or is it teaching 
only that a garment with four corners is obligated but not a gar- 
ment that has five corners? When the verse states: “With which 
you cover yourself,” a garment with five corners is thereby men- 
tioned in the verse as being obligated. Then how do I realize the 
meaning of: “On the four corners of your garment”? It teaches that 
this obligation is limited to a garment that has four corners, but not 
to one that has three corners. 


The Gemara asks: But what did you see that led you to include a 
garment with five corners and to exclude a garment with three 
corners, rather than including a garment with three corners and 
excluding a garment with five corners? The Gemara answers: I 
include a garment with five corners, as five includes four,’ and I 
exclude a garment with three corners, as three does not include 
four. 


The Gemara asks: And how does Rabbi Shimon derive the halakha 
that a five-cornered garment is required to have ritual fringes? The 
Gemara answers: He derives it from the seemingly extraneous 
word: “With which [asher] you cover yourself” (Deuteronomy 
22:12). The Gemara asks: And what do the Rabbis derive from this 
word? The Gemara answers: They do not learn any new halakhot 
from the word “which [asher].” 


The Gemara asks: And as for the Rabbis, what do they do with 
this phrase: “That you may look upon it” (Numbers 15:39), from 
which Rabbi Shimon derives that a nighttime garment is exempt? 
The Gemara answers: They require it for that which is taught in a 
baraita: The verse: “That you may look upon it and remember” 
(Numbers 15:39), teaches that one should see this mitzva of ritual 
fringes and remember another mitzva that is contingent on it. 
And which mitzva is that? It is the mitzva of the recitation of 
Shema. As we learned in a mishna (Berakhot 9b): From when may 
one recite Shema in the morning? From when one can distin- 
guish between the sky-blue strings and the white strings of his 
ritual fringes. 


And it is taught in another baraita: The phrase “that you may look 
upon it and remember” teaches that one should see this mitzva 
of ritual fringes and remember another mitzva that is adjacent 
to it in the Torah. And which mitzva is that? It is the mitzva of 
diverse kinds of wool and linen, as it is written: “You shall not 
wear diverse kinds, wool and linen together. You shall prepare 
yourself twisted cords” (Deuteronomy 22:11-12). 


It is taught in another baraita: The verse states: “That you may 

look upon it and remember all the commandments of the Lord” 
(Numbers 15:39). This indicates that once a person is obligated in 

this mitzva of ritual fringes, he is obligated in all of the mitzvot." 

The Gemara comments: And this is in accordance with the opinion 

of Rabbi Shimon, who says that ritual fringes are a positive, time- 
bound mitzva, and women are exempt from it. Only men are 

obligated in all mitzvot, including positive, time-bound mitzvot, 
just as they are obligated in the mitzva of ritual fringes. 
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It is taught in another baraita: The verse states: “That you may 
look upon it and remember all the commandments of the Lord”; 
this teaches that this mitzva of ritual fringes is equivalent to all 
the mitzvot" of the Torah. 


And it is taught in another baraita: The verse states: “That you 
may look upon it and remember all the commandments of the 
Lord and do them.” This teaches that looking at the ritual fringes 
leads to remembering the mitzvot, and remembering them leads 
to doing them. And Rabbi Shimon bar Yohai says: Anyone who 
is diligent in this mitzva of ritual fringes merits receiving the 
Divine Presence." It is written here: “That you may look upon it 
[oto]” (Numbers 15:39), and it is written there: “You shall fear 
the Lord your God; and Him [oto] shall you serve” (Deuteron- 
omy 6:13)." Just as oto in that verse is referring to the Divine 
Presence, so too in this verse it is referring to the Divine Presence. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: The Jewish people are beloved, as 
the Holy One, Blessed be He, surrounded them with mitzvot: 
They have phylacteries on their heads, and phylacteries on their 
arms, and ritual fringes on their garments, and a mezuza for 
their doorways. Concerning them David said: “Seven times a 
day I praise You, because of Your righteous ordinances” (Psalms 
119:164). This alludes to the two phylacteries, the four ritual fringes, 
and the mezuza, which total seven. 


And when David entered the bathhouse and saw himself stand- 
ing naked, he said: Woe to me that that I stand naked without 

any mitzva. But once he remembered the mitzva of circumcision 

that was in his flesh his mind was put at ease, as he realized he 

was still accompanied by this mitzva. After he left the bathhouse, 
he recited a song about the mitzva of circumcision, as it is stated 

in the verse: “For the leader, on the Sheminith: A Psalm of David” 
(Psalms 12:1). This is interpreted as a psalm about circumcision, 
which was given to be performed on the eighth [bashemini] day 

of the baby’s life. 


Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov says: Anyone who has phylacteries on 

his head," phylacteries on his arm, ritual fringes on his garment, 
and a mezuza on his doorway is strengthened from all sides so 

that he will not sin, as it is stated in the verse: “And a threefold 

cord is not quickly broken” (Ecclesiastes 4:12)." This is inter- 
preted as an allusion to the three mitzvot of phylacteries, ritual 

fringes, and mezuza. And the verse states: “The angel of the Lord 

encamps round about them that fear Him, and delivers them” 
(Psalms 34:8). This is interpreted to mean that the angel of the Lord 

surrounds those who fulfill the mitzvot and saves them from sin. 


HALAKHA 


Merits receiving the Divine Presence - myw 19 Sapa mpi: One 
should be very diligent to fulfill the mitzva of Titual fringes, as the Torah 
equates it to all the mitzvot and states that it is a reminder for all the 
mitzvot, as the verse states: “That you may look upon it and remember 
all the commandments of the Lord” (Numbers 15:39). One who is diligent 
in performing this mitzva merits receiving the Divine Presence (Rambam 
Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 3:12; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 24:6). 


Anyone who has phylacteries on his head — wx pyan b ww be: 
The early Sages said: Anyone who has phylacteries on his head and arm, 
ritual fringes on his garment, and a mezuza on his doorway is protected 
from sin by these mitzvot, which remind him of his responsibilities. These 
mitzvot are referred to as angels that protect him from sin, as the verse 
states (Psalms 34:8): “The angel of the Lord encamps round about them 
that fear Him, and delivers them” (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin 
UMezuza VeSefer Torah 6:13). 


NOTES 


This mitzva of ritual fringes is equivalent to all the mitzvot - apy 
tn SAT bs ‘3325 it MM: This is because the mitzva of ritual fringes 
reminds one to fulfill all of the mitzvot (lyyun Ya'akov; see Sifrei). 


You shall fear [tira] the Lord your God; and Him [oto] shall you serve — 
Tayn ink KTA pris "71 ny: Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola explains 
that the inference i is from the term’ ‘you shall fear [tira],’ which is being 
interpreted as though it referred to seeing [re‘iya]. It would appear that 
this also alludes to the statement that sky-blue resembles the Throne of 
Glory, which is derived from the verse: “And they saw [vayyiru] the God of 


Israel, and there was under His feet the like of a paved work of sapphire 
stone, and the like of the very heaven for clearness” (Exodus 24:10). In 
this verse the term vayyiru is understood as a reference to receiving the 
Divine Presence. 


Anda threefold cord is not quickly broken - 77772 x vont pint 
phy: This verse deals with protection from one's enemy, as the beginning 
of the verse states: “And if a man prevail against him that is alone, two 
shall withstand him” (Ecclesiastes 4:12). 
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BACKGROUND 


Tekhelet is similar in its color to the sea - nhan 
oh mait: The precise identification of the color 
of tekhelet is uncertain, as the names used in all 
languages to refer to various hues have shifted 
over time. Even the description in the Gemara here 
is not absolute, as the heavens and the sea have 
different hues depending on factors such as the 
time of day and the different seasons. There are 
several different opinions as to the color of tekhe- 
let in the early commentaries. Rav Se'adya Gaon 
and the Rambam hold that it is the color of a clear 
sky, namely light blue. Rashi refers to tekhelet as a 
shade of green, possibly a reference to turquoise. 
Moshe HaDarshan holds that it refers to the color 
of the sky when it darkens toward the end of the 
day. According to this opinion, tekhelet is closer to 
purple. A similar range of opinions can be found 
in the works of modern researchers, who have 
attempted to identify the hilazon from which the 
dye is extracted. Another method of identifying 
the color of tekhelet is to identify kala ilan, whose 
color is indistinguishable from tekhelet. If kala ilan 
is indigo, as widely assumed, it would seem that 
tekhelet is a deep, dark blue. 


LANGUAGE 


Spices [isparmakei] — »p1a18b"x: This word appar- 
ently derives from the Iranian isprahmak, a flower 
or fragrant herb. 
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It is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Meir would say: What is differ- 
ent about tekhelet from all other types of colors such that it was 

chosen for the mitzva of ritual fringes? It is because tekhelet is simi- 
lar in its color to the sea," and the sea is similar to the sky, and the 

sky is similar to the Throne of Glory," as it is stated: “And they 
saw the God of Israel; and there was under His feet" the like of a 

paved work of sapphire stone, and the like of the very heaven for 
clearness” (Exodus 24:10), indicating that the sky is like a sapphire 

brickwork. And it is written: “The likeness of a throne, as the 

appearance of a sapphire stone” (Ezekiel 1:26). 


It is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Meir would say: The punish- 
ment for not attaching white strings is greater" than the punish- 
ment for not attaching sky-blue strings, despite the fact that the 
sky-blue strings are more important. Rabbi Meir illustrates this with 
a parable: To what is this matter comparable? It is comparable to 
a king of flesh and blood who said to his two subjects that they 
must bring him a seal. The king said to one of them: Bring me a seal 
of clay, and he said to the other one: Bring me a seal of gold. And 
both of them were negligent and did not bring the seals. Which 
of them will have a greater punishment? You must say that it is 
this one to whom he said: Bring me a seal of clay, and despite its 
availability and low cost, he did not bring it. 


It is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Meir would say: A person is 
obligated to recite one hundred blessings every day," as it is stated 
in the verse: “And now, Israel, what [ma] does the Lord your God 
require of you” (Deuteronomy 10:12). Rabbi Meir interprets the 
verse as though it said one hundred [mea], rather than ma. 


The Gemara relates that on Shabbat and Festivals, when the prayers 
contain fewer blessings, Rav Hiyya, son of Rav Avya, made an 
effort to fill this quota of blessings with blessings on spices 
[be’isparmakei]‘ and sweet fruit, of which he would partake in 
order to recite extra blessings. 


It is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Meir would say: A man is obli- 
gated to recite three blessings" every day" praising God for His 
kindnesses, and these blessings are: Who did not make me a gen- 
tile; Who did not make me a woman; and Who did not make me 
an ignoramus. 


HALAKHA 


Tekhelet is similar in its color to the sea — o maja nban: Whenever 
the Torah refers to tekhelet it is referring to wool dyed witha blue dye 
that is the hue of a clear sky on a sunny day (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Tzitzit 2:1 and Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 8:13, and 
Mahari Kurkus there). 


The punishment for not attaching white strings is greater — -bim 
Ey bw sway: The punishment for not attaching white strings to 
one’s garment is greater than the punishment for not attaching 
sky-blue strings, as white strings are always readily available to all 
and sky-blue wool is not (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 2:9). 


A person is obligated to recite one hundred blessings every day - 
ninanKa a DIK aM: One is obligated to recite a minimum of 


To the Throne of Glory - tia37 xo): Consequently, one who 
sees the sky-blue strings of his ritual fringes is reminded of God, 
who sits on the Throne of Glory. Additionally, it is a privilege for 
the Jewish people to have a sign of the Throne of Glory on their 
garments (Rashi) as an indication of God's affection for them. In his 
commentary on tractate Hullin (89a), Rashi explains that when God 
looks at His Throne of Glory, he is reminded of this mitzva, which is 
equivalent to all of the mitzvot. 


And there was under His feet, etc. — ^3) von nnm: The verse 
indicates that the sapphire stone has the appearance of the heavens. 
The following verse teaches that this is the appearance of the Throne 
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NOTES 


one hundred blessings every day. On Shabbat, when the prayers 
contain fewer blessings, one should eat additional fruit and delica- 
cies and smell spices in order to complete the quota of blessings 
(Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla UVirkat Kohanim 7:14; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 46:3, 190:1). 


Three blessings - ni273 wow: A man is obligated to recite the 
following three blessings every day, which conclude: Who did not 
make me a gentile, Who did not make me a slave, and Who did 
not make me a woman. One should not recite a blessing: Who 
did not make me an ignoramus. This is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rav Aha bar Ya'akov (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefilla 
UVirkat Kohanim 7:6; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 46:4). 


of Glory. This indicates that the appearance of the Throne of Glory is 
like that of the heavens (see also Josafot). 


A man is obligated to recite three blessings every day - a»n 
ov boa nina wow n% o7%: These three are included in the quota 
of one hundred daily blessings despite the fact that there is no 
specific catalyst for reciting them, unlike the blessings mentioned 
in Berakhot 60b (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). 

Some explain that all of these blessings were mentioned here 
because of the blessing: Who did not make me a woman, which 
relates to the fact that a woman is not obligated in certain mitzvot, 
e.g, ritual fringes (see Ben Yehoyada). 
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Rav Aha bar Yakov heard his son reciting the blessing: Who did 
not make me an ignoramus. Rav Aha bar Ya'akov said to him: Is it 
in fact proper to go this far in reciting blessings?" Rav Aha bar 
Ya’akov’s son said to him: Rather, what blessing should one recite? 
If you will say that one should recite: Who did not make me a slave, 
that is the same as a woman;" why should one recite two blessings 
about the same matter? Rav Aha bar Yaakov answered: Nevertheless, 
a slave 


NOTES 


Is it in fact proper to go this far in reciting blessings — 22 x7 ap: 
Rashi's first explanation of this statement is that Rav Aha rebuked his 
son for praising himself for not being an ignoramus, which shows 
haughtiness (Rid). Rashi’s second interpretation is that these blessings 
were intended as thanks for being obligated in mitzvot, as gentiles 
are not obligated in most mitzvot and even women are not obligated 
in some mitzvot. By contrast, an ignoramus is obligated in all mitzvot. 
Others explain that one should praise God for creating him in ways 


that pertain to his natural state of existence, whereas one achieves 
the status of a scholar rather than an ignoramus due to his own 
dedication to study (Keren Ora). 


That is the same as a woman - mgg 137: Rashi explains that the 
comparison is in that both women and Canaanite slaves are exempt 
from positive, time-bound mitzvot. 
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Hilazon - yn: There have been numerous attempts to identify the 
hilazon from which tekhelet is derived. Aside from the characteristics 
mentioned in this Gemara, some of which are ambiguous, there are 
other characteristics mentioned by the Sages elsewhere. Among 
these are the following: The hilazon was trapped with nets in the 
tribal portion of Zebulun, along the coast of Eretz Yisrael from Haifa 


is more lowly" than a woman, and therefore it is appropriate to recite 
an additional blessing on not having been born a slave. 


§ The Sages taught: This hilazon,® which is the source of the sky- 
blue dye used in ritual fringes, has the following characteristics: Its 
body resembles the sea," its form resembles that of a fish, it 
emerges once in seventy years," and with its blood one dyes 
wool sky-blue for ritual fringes. It is scarce, and therefore it is 
expensive. 


It is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Natan says: There is no mitzva, 
however minor," that is written in the Torah, for which there is no 
reward given in this world; and in the World-to-Come I do not 
know how much reward is given. Go and learn from the following 
incident concerning the mitzva of ritual fringes. 


There was an incident involving a certain man who was diligent 
about the mitzva of ritual fringes." This man heard that there was 
a prostitute in one of the cities overseas who took four hundred 
gold coins as her payment. He sent her four hundred gold coins 
and fixed a time to meet with her. When his time came, he came 
and sat at the entrance to her house. 


BACKGROUND 


trunculus, a type of sea snail, which fits most of the Sages’descriptions 
of the hilazon. This identification is corroborated by archeological 
evidence and chemical analysis. 

There is a gland in the hilazon that produces a clear secretion 
that, when exposed to sunlight, turns dark purple and then, after 
processing, dark blue. 


to Tyre (see Shabbat 26a; Megilla 6a). The hilazon has a pouch that 


grows with it. It would be cracked open while alive, to enhance the 


clarity of the dye (see Shabbat 75a). 


In recent generations, there has been a renewed effort to iden 
the hilazon utilizing these descriptions found in traditional sources, 
as well as historical, archeological, and linguistic sources. 

The Hasidic leader Rabbi Gershon Chanoch Henech of Radzin 
reached the conclusion that the hilazon is the common cuttlefish, 
Sepia officinalis. Those who accepted this conclusion produced dye 
from the ink sac that the cuttlefish uses for self-defense. The late 
Chief Rabbi of Israel, Rabbi Isaac Herzog, held that the hilazon is the 
Janthina janthina, the violet sea snail or common violet snail. 

Of the various identifications of the hilazon, the one that is cur- 


fy 


rently the most widely accepted is that the hilazon is the Murex — Murex trunculus shell 


NOTES 


More lowly — %3b bon: A Canaanite slave must 
perform menial tasks for his master, whereas a 
husband is obligated to honor his wife (Siddur 
Tzeluta DeAvraham). Alternatively, although both 
women and Canaanite slaves are exempt from 
positive, time-bound mitzvot, Canaanite slaves 
are of lower stature in that they may not marry 
Jews. 


Its body resembles the sea — ob majt iay: 

t appears from Rashi that this refers to the 
appearance of the body of the hilazon and its 
color. The Rambam also explains it in this manner 
Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tzitzit 2:2). In trac- 
ate Hullin (89a) Rashi explains that it is the blood 

of the hilazon, from which the dye is produced, 
hat resembles the sea, whereas the shape of its 
body resembles a fish. 


It emerges once in seventy years — MX ayy 
mw Dyw: Rashi here explains that the hilazon 
emerges from the earth. In his commentary on 
ractate Megilla (6a), he explains that it emerges 
rom the water to the land (see Gilyon HaShas). 


Mitzva, however minor - ap myn: It is clear 
rom context that ritual fringes are referred to 
as a minor mitzva. Rashi explains that this is 
because it is a positive mitzva. This is based on 
he fact that a mitzva is described as minor or 
major based on the severity of the punishment 
for failing to observe it (see Yoma 85b). 


Diligent about the mitzva of ritual fringes - 
mye Maa VN: It would seem from context 
hat the Gemara is emphasizing that he was 
diligent about this mitzva despite the fact that 
he was not careful about other, more severe 
ransgressions. 
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HALAKHA 


A borrowed cloak - maw mv: If one borrows 
a four-cornered garment that does not have ritual 
ringes, he is not required to place ritual fringes 
on it for the first thirty days, as the verse states 
hat one is obligated to place them on “your gar- 
ments” (Deuteronomy 22:12), and not on other 
people's garments that one has in his possession. 
f he has the garment for thirty consecutive (Nim- 
mukei Yosef) days he is obligated by rabbinic law 
o attach ritual fringes, because the garment is 
perceived as being his. If he borrowed a cloak that 
already had ritual fringes, he recites blessing as 
soon as he dons it (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Tzitzit 3:4; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 14:3, and 
see Mishna Berura there). 


NOTES 

In the case of a borrowed cloak, for the first 
thirty days it is exempt from ritual fringes - 
myyn p mie ov owhw ba nhay mhu: The 
reason is that the verse states: “You shall prepare 
yourself twisted cords upon the four corners of 
your garment” (Deuteronomy 22:12), which indi- 
cates that the mitzva applies only to a garment 
that one owns. The Sages obligated one to attach 
ritual fringes to the garment after thirty days, 
because at that point it is perceived as belong- 
ing to him (Tosafot). 
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The maidservant of that prostitute entered and said to her: 
That man who sent you four hundred gold coins came and 
sat at the entrance. She said: Let him enter. He entered. She 
arranged seven beds for him, six of silver and one of gold. 
Between each and every one of them there was a ladder made 
of silver, and the top bed was the one that was made of gold. 


She went up and sat naked on the top bed, and he too went 
up in order to sit naked facing her. In the meantime, his four 
ritual fringes came and slapped him on his face. He dropped 
down and sat himself on the ground, and she also dropped 
down and sat on the ground. She said to him: I take an oath 
by the gappa of Rome" that I will not allow you to go until 
you tell me what defect you saw in me. 


He said to her: I take an oath by the Temple service that I 
never saw a woman as beautiful as you. But there is one 
mitzva that the Lord, our God, commanded us, and its name 
is ritual fringes, and in the passage where it is commanded, it 
is written twice: “I am the Lord your God” (Numbers 15:41). 
The doubling of this phrase indicates: I am the one who will 
punish those who transgress My mitzvot, and I am the one 
who will reward those who fulfill them. Now, said the man, the 
four sets of ritual fringes appeared to me as if they were four 
witnesses who will testify against me. 


She said to him: I will not allow you to go until you tell me: 
What is your name, and what is the name of your city, and 
what is the name of your teacher, and what is the name of 
the study hall in which you studied Torah? He wrote the 
information and placed it in her hand. 


She arose and divided all of her property, giving one-third as 
a bribe to the government, one-third to the poor, and she 
took one-third with her in her possession, in addition to 
those beds of gold and silver. 


She came to the study hall of Rabbi Hiyya and said to him: 
My teacher, instruct your students concerning me and have 
them make me a convert. Rabbi Hiyya said to her: My daugh- 
ter, perhaps you set your sights on one of the students and 
that is why you want to convert? She took the note the student 
had given her from her hand and gave it to Rabbi Hiyya. He 
said to her: Go take possession of your purchase. 


Those beds that she had arranged for him in a prohibited 
fashion, she now arranged for him in a permitted fashion. The 
Gemara completes its point about the reward of mitzvot and 
points out how this story illustrates the concept: This is the 
reward given to him in this world, and with regard to the 
World-to-Come, I do not know how much reward he will be 
given. 


§ Rav Yehuda says: In the case of a borrowed cloak," for the 
first thirty days it is exempt from ritual fringes;" from then 
on it is obligated. 


Gappa of Rome - 1117 bw 793: Some suggest that gappa means 
citadel, as in: “The highest places [gappei] of the city” (Proverbs 9:3). 
The gappa of Rome would therefore refer to the capital city of the 
Roman Empire. Others explain that it is a derivative of the word agaf, 
meaning wing. According to this, gappa refers to a god spreading 
his wing over the city to protect it. Some assert that the text should 


LANGUAGE 

Others posited that it is distortion, possibly a deliberate one, of 
the name of the chief Roman god Jupiter (Rabbi Binyamin Musafya). 
Others suggest that it is an abbreviation of the Greek a&yasn, agapé, 
meaning love. According to this, the prostitute took an oath by the 
love of Rome. Some hypothesize that it refers to the goddess Isis, 
who was known by this nickname. 


be changed from gappa to gadda, meaning a sign of the zodiac. 
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The Gemara notes: That distinction is also taught in a baraita: In the 
case of one who resides in a guesthouse [pundaki]"" in Eretz Yisrael, 
or one who rents a house outside of Eretz Yisrael, for the first thirty 
days he is exempt from the mitzva of mezuza; from then on he is 
obligated. But one who rents a house in Eretz Yisrael must affix a 
mezuza immediately, due to the settlement of Eretz Yisrael." 


§ The mishna teaches: Absence of the phylacteries of the arm does 
not prevent fulfillment of the mitzva of the phylacteries of the head, 
and absence of the phylacteries of the head does not prevent fulfillment 
of the mitzva of the phylacteries of the arm. Rav Hisda said: They 
taught this only in a case where one has the other phylacteries, but 
they are not with him or he is unable to wear them for some reason. 
But if he does not have the other phylacteries at all, then their absence 
does prevent the fulfillment of the mitzva to don the phylacteries that 
he has. 


Later on, the students said to him: Do you still say that? Rav Hisda 
said to them: No, rather I would say the opposite: Concerning one 
who does not have the ability to fulfill two mitzvot," should he also 
not perform the one mitzva that he does have the ability to fulfill? The 
Gemara asks: And what did he hold initially when he said not to don 
one of the phylacteries in the absence of the other? The Gemara 
answers: He held that it was due to a rabbinic decree, lest he be 
negligent and not try to acquire the phylacteries that he lacks. 


Rav Sheshet says: Anyone who does not don phylacteries violates 
eight positive mitzvot. This is referring to the mitzva to don phylacter- 
ies of the arm and head, each of which is mentioned in four 
different passages (Exodus 13:9; Exodus 13:16; Deuteronomy 6:8; 
Deuteronomy 11:18). 


And anyone who does not have ritual fringes on his garments vio- 
lates five positive mitzvot. This is because the mitzva of ritual fringes 
is stated four times in the primary passage concerning ritual fringes in 
Numbers: “That they prepare for themselves strings...and they shall 
put on the fringe of the corner a sky-blue thread. And it shall be to you 
for a fringe that you may look upon it and remember all the command- 
ments of the Lord” (Numbers 15:38-39). An additional command 
appears in the verse: 
(Deuteronomy 22:12). 


And any priest who does not ascend the platform’ to recite the 
Priestly Benediction violates three positive mitzvot expressed in the 


verses: “So you shall bless the children of Israel; you shall say to them” 


(Numbers 6:23), and: “And they shall put My name upon the children 
of Israel” (Numbers 6:27). 


Anyone who does not have a mezuza in his doorway violates two 
positive mitzvot, stated in the verses: “And you shall write them on 
the doorposts of your house” (Deuteronomy 6:9), and: “And you shall 
write them on the doorposts of your house” (Deuteronomy 11:20). 


And Reish Lakish says: Anyone who dons phylacteries lives a long 
life, as it is stated: 


HALAKHA 


“You shall prepare yourself twisted cords” 


One who resides in a guesthouse — 713194 7177: If one rents a house 
outside of Eretz Yisrael or resides in a guesthouse even in Eretz Yisrael, 
he is not required to affix a mezuza to the doorpost for the first thirty 
days. One who rents a house in Eretz Yisrael is obligated to affix a 
mezuza immediately (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza 
VeSefer Torah 5:10; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 286:22). 


One who does not have the ability to fulfill two mitzvot - jx 
mwa mb nba: An individual who has only one of the phylacter- 
ies dons the one that he has and recites a blessing, as each of the 
phylacteries is an independent mitzva. The same applies if he has 
both but is unable to don one of them (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot 
Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer Torah 4:4; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 26:1). 


Who does not ascend the platform — Pa aby syxw: Although 
a priest who does not ascend the platform for the Priestly Benedic- 
tion violates one positive mitzva, it is deemed as though he violated 
three, as the mitzva to recite the Priestly Benediction is expressed 
three times in the verses (Numbers 6:23, 27). This applies only when 
he was in the synagogue when the priests were called to recite the 
benediction, or if he was asked to ascend the platform or to wash 
his hands in preparation for the benediction (Rambam Sefer Ahava, 
Hilkhot Tefilla UVirkat Kohanim 15:12; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 128:2, 
and see Mishna Berura there). 


LANGUAGE 
Guesthouse [pundaki] — #711919: From the Greek 
tavdoxetov, pandokeion, meaning guesthouse 
or hotel. This word also serves as the source for 
the term for innkeeper, pundakai. 


NOTES 


Due to the settlement of Eretz Yisrael - Dw 
Sew YIN aw: Rashi explains this based on 
he | Gemara (Bava Metzia 102a) that states that it 
is not permitted to remove the mezuza when one 
moves out of a house. Therefore, if one is required 
o affix a mezuza, he will be hesitant to move out, 
and even if he does, another Jew is more likely to 
rent the house, since it already has a mezuza. This 
acilitates the settlement of Eretz Yisrael. The Sefat 
Emet explains that the benefit is that more houses 
will have mezuzot, which protect the inhabitants 
see 33b), thereby furthering the settlement of 
Eretz Yisrael. 
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Perek IV 
Daf44 Amudb 


HALAKHA 


The absence of the fine flour and the oil does not pre- 
vent libation of the wine — mts pay prs jawm mhion 
pt: The absence of the fine flour and the oil accompany- 
ing offerings does not prevent the libation of the wine, 
nor does the absence of the wine prevent the sacrifice 
of the fine flour and oil (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Ma'aseh HaKorbanot 2:12). 


Failure to perform some of the placements of blood 
on the external altar does not prevent, etc. — niman 
AD DÄIN px wend naa byw: With regard to offer- 
ings whose blood is supposed to be presented on the 
outer altar, as long as the blood was presented once, the 
offering is valid and has effected atonement after the 
fact. Even in the case of a sin offering, whose blood is 
supposed to be presented four times, only one presenta- 
tion is absolutely essential (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 2:1). 


The libations are consecrated only through the slaugh- 
ter of the animal offering - Kby POTRDI DID) px 

naa nwwa: The libations that accompany animal offer- 
ings are consecrated through the slaughter of the animal. 

Consequently, if the libations were already in a service 

vessel when the animal offering was slaughtered, the 

libations may not be used for any other animal offering 

(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 12:6). 


NOTES 


The placements — niasa: This refers to the application 
of blood to the corners of the outer altar, which stood 
in the Temple courtyard, as opposed to the inner altar, 
which was the golden altar that stood in the Sanctuary. 
The blood of some offerings, e.g., sin offerings, is placed 
on each of the four corners of the altar. The blood of 
other offerings, e.g., burnt offerings and guilt offerings, 
is presented on two corners diagonally opposite from 
one another, so that the blood actually reaches all four 
walls of the altar. There are yet other offerings, including 
firstborn animal offerings, animal tithe offerings, and 
Paschal offerings, whose blood is poured on the base 
of the altar rather than being presented upon the altar. 


Bring the animal offering and then bring the libations - 
D20 NAT JD IKI Nt KAT: The later commentaries dis- 
cuss the meaning ofthis statement. Some hold that one 

may bring the libations immediately after slaughtering 

the animal offering (Tzafenat Pa'ane'ah on the Torah). Oth- 
ers hold that since the obligation to bring the libations is 

an extension of the obligation to bring the animal offer- 
ing, the libations cannot be brought until all the sacrificial 

rites of the animal offering have been performed (Keneset 
HaRishonim). 
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“The Lord is upon them, they will live, and altogether therein is 
the life of my spirit; and have me recover, and make me to live” 
(Isaiah 38:16). This is interpreted as referring to those who don 
phylacteries, which contain the name of the Lord, on their heads; 
as a result, they will live, be healed and merit long life. 


MISHNA The mishna returns to discussing the 


halakhot of meal offerings, which are the 
central theme of this tractate. The absence of the fine flour and the 
oil for the meal offering accompanying burnt offerings and peace 
offerings does not prevent libation of the wine," and the absence 
of the wine for libation does not prevent sacrifice of the flour and 
the oil. Failure to perform some of the placements" of blood on 
the external altar does not prevent" fulfillment of the mitzva with 
the other placements, as even if the priest performed only one 
placement of blood, the offering effects atonement after the fact. 


GEMARA The Sages taught in a baraita: The verse 


concerning the additional offerings sacri- 
ficed on Sukkot and the Eighth Day of Assembly states: “And their 
meal offering and their libations for the bulls, for the rams and for 
the lambs” (Numbers 29:18). This indicates that after the animal is 
sacrificed, one must bring the meal offering and then bring the 
libations. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says that since the verse states: “To 
bring an offering made by fire to the Lord, a burnt offering, and a 
meal offering, an animal offering, and libations, each on its own 
day” (Leviticus 23:37), one must bring the animal offering and 
then bring the libations," and only then bring the meal offering. 


The Gemara asks: But according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi also, isn’t 
it written: “And their meal offering and their libations,’ indicating 
that the meal offering precedes the libations? The Gemara answers: 
That verse is necessary in order to teach that once the animals 
have been sacrificed during the day, their meal offering and their 
libations may be offered even at night, and similarly, their meal 
offering and their libations may be offered even the next day. 


The Gemara asks: But according to the Rabbis also, isn’t it written: 

“An animal offering, and libations,’ indicating that the libations 
immediately follow the animal offering and precede the meal offer- 
ing? The Gemara answers: That verse is necessary to teach that the 
halakha is in accordance with the statement of Ze’eiri, as Ze’eiri 
says: The libations that accompany animal offerings are conse- 
crated only through the slaughter of the animal offering." This 
means that once the animal is slaughtered, the libations that were 
set aside to be brought with that animal offering cannot be diverted 
to accompany a different animal offering. 


The Gemara points out that both opinions remain difficult: But 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi should also require the phrase “an animal 
offering, and libations” to teach that the halakha is in accordance 
with the statement of Ze’eiri. And the Rabbis should also require 
the phrase “and their meal offering and their libations” to indicate 
that their meal offering and their libations may be offered even at 
night, and their meal offering and their libations may be offered 
even the next day. 


The Gemara offers a different explanation of the dispute in the 
baraita: Rather, this is the reasoning of the Rabbis, as it is written 
in the verse: “To bring an offering made by fire to the Lord, a burnt 
offering, and a meal offering, an animal offering, and libations, 
each on its own day.’ The Rabbis derive from this that the meal 
offering should be offered immediately following the animal burnt 
offering. The Gemara asks: But according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
also, isn’t it written: “A burnt offering, and a meal offering”? 
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Rather, with regard to libations that accompany an animal offering, 
everyone agrees that the meal offering should be brought and 
afterward the libations should be brought, as it is written: “A burnt 
offering, and a meal offering.” When they disagree it is with regard 
to meal offerings and libations that are brought by themselves." The 
Rabbis hold that from the fact that when meal offerings and libations 
accompany offerings, the meal offerings are brought and then the 
libations are brought, it can be derived that when they are brought 
by themselves also, first the meal offering is brought and then the 
libations are brought. 


And Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds that it is specifically there, in the 
case of meal offerings and libations that accompany an animal offer- 
ing, that the meal offering is burned on the altar before the wine 
libation is poured on the altar. This is because since the altar has 
started to eat, i.e., consume, the animal offering, one must first 
complete the entire matter of the altar’s eating, including the meal 
offering. The pouring of the wine on the altar is likened more to 
drinking than to eating. But when the meal offering and the libations 
are brought by themselves, the libations are considered preferable, 
because the song of the Levites is recited over them." Consequently, 
the pouring of the libations precedes the burning of the meal offering 
on the altar. 


§ The mishna teaches: Failure to perform some of the placements 
of blood on the external altar does not prevent fulfillment of the 
mitzva with the other placements, as even if the priest performed 
only one placement, the offering effects atonement after the fact. 


Apropos this statement, the Sages taught in a baraita: From where 

is it derived with regard to all offerings whose blood is to be placed 

on the external altar that if one placed their blood with one act 

of placement, as opposed to the two or four that are required depend- 
ing upon the offering, that the offering has nevertheless effected 

atonement after the fact, i.e., one has fulfilled his obligation to bring 

the offering? As it is stated: “And the blood of your offerings 

shall be poured out" against the altar of the Lord your God” 
(Deuteronomy 12:27). 


M I S H N A Failure to sacrifice one of the bulls," the rams, 


the sheep, or the goats of the additional offer- 
ings brought on Festivals does not prevent the sacrifice of the others. 
Rabbi Shimon says: If the Temple treasurers had sufficient funds for 
the numerous bulls that are required to be sacrificed on that day but 
they did not also have sufficient funds for the accompanying liba- 
tions, they should rather bring one bull and its libations, and they 
should not sacrifice all of them without libations. 


G E M A RA The Gemara asks: With regard to these bulls, 


rams, and sheep mentioned in the mishna, 
on which festival are they offered? If we say that these are the offer- 
ings of the festival of Sukkot, this is difficult: It is written with regard 
to those days that their offerings must be brought: “According to the 
ordinance” (see, e.g., Numbers 29:18), and: “According to their 
ordinance” (Numbers 29:33). This indicates that no deviation from 
the Torah’s prescription is possible. 


Rather, the mishna must be referring to the two bulls, one ram, and 
seven sheep of the New Moon and Shavuot, as mentioned in the 
book of Numbers (28:11, 27).® 


BACKGROUND 


Book of Numbers - 0937573 wan: The Sages often referred to the 
fourth book of the Torah as the book of Numbers (Yoma 3a, 68b; Sota 
36b). This name was adopted by Christian translations as well. It was 
referred to by this name because of the two censuses that appear in 
the book, in chapters 1 and 26. It is also called the book of Vaydabber, 


after its opening word (Rashi on Sota 36b). 


Bemidbar, meaning: In the wilderness. One reason for this is that it 
focuses on the mitzvot that the Jewish people were given in the 
wilderness and the miracles that happened to them there (Ram- 
ban, introduction to the book of Numbers). Another reason is that it 
describes the nation’s conduct in the wilderness (Abravanel, introduc- 
tion to the book of Numbers). 


Nevertheless, the most common Hebrew name for this book is 


NOTES 


When they disagree it is with regard to meal 
offerings and libations that are brought by 
themselves — pyy 353 pa hp 95: The early 
commentaries disagree about the meaning of 
his statement. Some hold that this is referring 
o a case where the meal offering and libations 
had not yet been set aside when the animal 
offering was slaughtered. Consequently, even if 
hey are brought later that day, they are consid- 
ered to have been brought independently of 
he animal offering (Rashi on Temura 14a). Oth- 
ers hold that this is referring to a case where 
hey were not brought on the same day as the 
animal offering, whereas if they were brought 
on the same day they are considered to have 
been brought together with the animal offer- 
ing (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). 


And the blood of your offerings shall be 
poured out — Jw? P73 oT: Rashi explains 
that the term “shall be poured out” indicates 
that the blood is poured out all at once. Con- 
sequently, even if the blood of an offering is 
presented on the altar only once, the offer- 
ing effects atonement. In his commentary on 
Zevahim (52b) Rashi adds that the continuation 
of the verse: “And you shall eat the flesh,’ indi- 
cates that the offering is accepted and atone- 
ment has been achieved. 

The Gemara (Zevahim 52b) derives that just 
as the presentation of the blood upon the altar 
is effective even if the priest did not perform 
the prescribed number of presentations, the 
offering is likewise valid if the blood was not 
presented on the right part of the altar, e.g., it 
was poured out on the base of the altar rather 
than being presented upon its corners. 


HALAKHA 


Because the song of the Levites is recited 
over them — hy mw xxm: When 
libations are brought independently, the Lev- 
ites do not sing. The Gemara in Arakhin (nb) 
raises a dilemma about whether the Levites 
sing in such a case, and it is unresolved. Con- 
sequently, it is decided that the Levites do not 
sing, contrary to the statement of the Gemara 
here (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 
UMusafin 6:8). 


The bulls — 09157: The failure to sacrifice one 
of the two bulls that are brought as additional 
offerings or the bull that accompanies the 
offering of the two loaves on Shavuot does not 
prevent the sacrifice of the others (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 8:17). 
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NOTES 


A term of being is written about them - 273 my 
73: The early commentaries disagree about whether 
this is limited to the two rams that accompany the 
two loaves. According to Rashi and Josafot, it applie 
also to the bull and the sheep that accompany the 
two loaves, as the mitzva to sacrifice these offering 
also appears in the same verse as the phrase: “They 
shall be a burnt offering to the Lord.” Consequently, 
none of these offerings may be sacrificed unless all of 
them are being sacrificed. Conversely, others hold that 
this halakha is limited to the rams that accompany the 
two loaves, and does not apply to the bull and sheep 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 8:19 
and Kesef Mishne there; see also Rashi, as explained in 
Shita Mekubbetzet). 


wa 


a 


HALAKHA 

That if one did not find seven lambs he should bring 
six- Tw wow mys wy NY ONW: It is possible to fulfill 
the obligation to bring additional offerings by bringing 
fewer than the prescribed number of burnt offerings. 
Consequently, although the priests are commanded to 
sacrifice seven sheep as burnt offerings, if only six could 
be acquired, they sacrifice six. Even if they could procure 
only one sheep, they would sacrifice that one sheep 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 8:20). 
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The Gemara asks: The mishna mentioned rams, in plural; on which 
festival are multiple rams offered? If the mishna is referring to the 
additional offerings sacrificed on those days of the new moon and 
Shavuot as prescribed in the book of Numbers, these offerings 
include only one ram and not two. And if it is referring to the two 
rams of Shavuot that accompany the two loaves, as prescribed in 
Leviticus, a term of being is written about them" in the verse: 


“They shall be a burnt offering to the Lord” (Leviticus 23:18). This 


term indicates that the offerings must be sacrificed exactly as pre- 
scribed in order to be valid. Consequently, one may not sacrifice 
fewer than two rams. 


The Gemara answers: Actually, it is referring to the two rams of 
Shavuot that are prescribed in Leviticus, and this is what the 
mishna is saying: Failure to sacrifice the rams that accompany the 
two loaves, as prescribed in Leviticus, does not prevent the sacri- 
fice of the ram of the additional offering prescribed in the book of 
Numbers. Similarly, failure to sacrifice the ram of the additional 
offering, prescribed in the book of Numbers, does not prevent the 
sacrifice of the rams that accompany the two loaves, as prescribed 
in Leviticus. 


The Gemara challenges: But if that is the explanation, then when 
the mishna mentions bulls and sheep it means that even the bulls 
or sheep of the additional offering prescribed in the book of Num- 
bers do not prevent each other from being sacrificed, i.e., the inabil- 
ity to sacrifice one of the bulls or sheep does not prevent one from 
sacrificing the rest. But when the mishna mentions rams, it is the 
rams mentioned here in Leviticus that do not prevent sacrifice of 
the rams mentioned there, in Numbers, and vice versa; but the 
failure to sacrifice one of those rams in Leviticus does prevent 
sacrifice of the other. Consequently, although the mishna mentions 
bulls, rams, and sheep together, the halakha is not the same with 
regard to these different animals. 


The Gemara responds: The tanna of the mishna teaches each state- 
ment individually, i.e., the halakha applies to each of the animals 
listed in a different manner. 


§ The Gemara cites a baraita with regard to the offerings sacrificed 
on the New Moon: The verse states: “And on the day of the new 
moon, a young bull without blemish; and six lambs, and a ram; 
they shall be without blemish” (Ezekiel 46:6) The baraita asks: 
Why does the verse state “a bull” when the verse in the Torah 
requires two bulls, as it is stated: “And on your New Moons you shall 
present a burnt offering to the Lord: Two young bulls, and one ram, 
seven lambs of the first year without blemish” (Numbers 28:11)? 


The baraita answers: Since it is stated in the Torah with regard to 

the offering of the New Moon: “Two young bulls,” one might think 
that it is not acceptable to bring fewer than two bulls under any 

circumstances. From where is it derived that if one did not find 

two bulls, he brings one? Therefore, the verse states: “A young bull,” 
in the singular, to teach that even if one has only one bull it should 

be sacrificed. 


The baraita discusses the continuation of the verse in Ezekiel, which 
mentions “six lambs.” Why does the verse state only six lambs 
when the verse in the Torah requires seven? The baraita answers: 
Since it is stated in the Torah with regard to the offering of the New 
Moon: “Seven lambs,’ one might think that it is not acceptable to 
bring fewer than seven lambs under any circumstances. From where 
is it derived that if one did not find seven lambs, he should bring 
six?" Therefore, the verse in Ezekiel states: “Six lambs,” to teach 
that in the absence ofall seven lambs one should sacrifice six. 
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And from where is it derived that if he did not find six lambs, he 
should bring five; and that if he did not find five lambs, he should 
bring four; and that if he did not find four lambs, he should bring 
three; and that ifhe did not find three lambs, he should bring two; 
and that if he could not find even two lambs, he should bring even 
one lamb? Therefore, the next verse in Ezekiel states: “And for the 
lambs as his means suffice” (Ezekiel 46:7), indicating that one 
should bring however many lambs one is able to bring. 


The Gemara asks: But once this is written, why do I need the previ- 
ous verse to state “six lambs,” indicating that if one does not have 
seven lambs he should bring six? The Gemara answers: It teaches 
that although the minimal obligation is satisfied with even one lamb, 
nevertheless, to the degree that it is possible to seek more lambs, 
we seek them. 


The Gemara presents another halakha derived from these verses: 
And from where is it derived" that failure to slaughter some of the 
required two bulls and seven sheep of the additional offering on 
Shavuot prevents fulfillment of the mitzva with the others?’ The 
Gemara answers that the verse states: “They shall be” (Numbers 
28:31); the term “they shall be” indicates that the offerings must be 
brought precisely as prescribed. 


§ The Gemara discusses the meaning of another difficult verse in 
Ezekiel: “So says the Lord God: In the first month, on the first day 
of the month, you shall take a young bull without blemish; and 
you shall purify [vehitteita] the Sanctuary” (Ezekiel 45:18). The 
Gemara asks: Since this verse speaks of the first of Nisan, which is 
a New Moon, why does it state “you shall purify [hitteita],’ which 
indicates the sacrifice of a sin offering [hatat], when in fact each of 
the two the bulls sacrificed on the New Moon is a burnt offering 
(see Numbers 28:11)? Rabbi Yohanan says: This passage is indeed 
difficult, and in the future Elijah the prophet? will interpret it. 


Rav Ashi says: It is possible to explain that this verse is not referring 
to the additional offerings sacrificed on the New Moon but rather 
to the offerings of the inauguration that they sacrificed later in the 
days of Ezra, similar to the offerings that were sacrificed during 
the period of inauguration of the Tabernacle in the days of Moses. 
When the Temple service was restored in the Second Temple, the 
Jewish people observed eight days of inauguration, initiating the 
priests in the Temple service, from the twenty-third of Adar through 
the New Moon of Nisan. During these eight days, they offered a bull 
for a sin offering in addition to the offerings of the inauguration, 
just as had been done at the inauguration of the Tabernacle (see 
Leviticus 9:2). 


The Gemara comments that this discussion with regard to the inter- 
pretation of the verse in Ezekiel is also taught in a baraita: Rabbi 
Yehuda says: This passage is indeed difficult, but in the future 
Elijah the prophet will interpret it. Rabbi Yosei said to Rabbi 
Yehuda: This verse is referring to the offerings of the inauguration 
that they sacrificed later in the days of Ezra, similar to the offerings 
that were sacrificed during the period of inauguration in the days 
of Moses. Rabbi Yehuda said to Rabbi Yosei: May your mind be at 
ease, as you have put my mind at ease with this interpretation of 
the verse. 


§ The Gemara discusses the meaning of another difficult verse in 
Ezekiel: “The priests shall not eat of anything that dies of itself, or 
is torn, whether it be fowl or beast” (Ezekiel 44:31). The Gemara 
asks: Is it only the priests who may not eat an unslaughtered animal 
carcass or an animal that was torn and now has a wound that will 
cause it to die within twelve months [tereifa], but an ordinary Jew 
may eat them? In fact, these items are prohibited for consumption 
by all. Rabbi Yohanan says: This passage is indeed difficult, but in 
the future Elijah the prophet will interpret it. 


NOTES 

From where is it derived, etc. - minaw aone)) pn 
"131 (m>: Some versions of the text state: From where 
is it derived that the absence of one of the rams that 
accompany the two loaves, as prescribed in Leviticus, 
prevents the sacrifice of the other ram? According to 
this version of the text, the Gemara’s answer is that the 
verse: “They shall be” (Leviticus 23:18), indicates that the 
offerings must be brought precisely as commanded in 
the verse. This is difficult, as this halakha and derivation 
have already been ascertained earlier on this amud, and it 
seems unnecessary to repeat the same discussion. Other 
versions of the text omit the words that refer to the rams 
prescribed in Leviticus. According to this version of the 
text, the question pertains to the two bulls and seven 
sheep of the additional offering brought on Shavuot. 


That failure to slaughter some prevents fulfillment 
of the mitzva with the others - m nx m pasyaw: 
The early commentaries struggle to explain this line, as 
the Gemara has already established that if one does not 
have two bulls or seven sheep, he may sacrifice fewer 
than those numbers of animals. Some explain that one 
may sacrifice fewer than two bulls and seven sheep only 
if the full number of bulls and sheep is not available. But 
if the full number is available and one sacrifices fewer, 
one has not fulfilled the mitzva and even the offerings 
one has sacrificed are deemed unfit (Rashi; Hazon Ish). 
Others explain that the question here pertains to the 
derivation for the halakha that if there is enough money 
o purchase all the animal offerings but not enough to 
purchase all of the libations that accompany them, one 
should still sacrifice all the animal offerings. This is in con- 
rast to the opinion of Rabbi Shimon cited in the mishna 
hat one should not sacrifice animal offerings for which 
one does not have libations (Tosafot). Others explain 
hat this teaches that if the sheep were all slaughtered 
and then one was lost, the others are rendered unfit and 
are not burned on the altar (Birkat HaZevah, interpreting 
Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 8:19). 


oO 


The offerings of the inauguration that they sacrificed 
later in the days of Ezra — xIY Na IDIPT oxi: 

Some commentaries explain that Ezekiel was prophesy- 
ing about the bull that would be sacrificed as a sin offer- 
ing on the first of Nisan during the inauguration of the 
Second Temple in the time of Ezra (Rashi). Others hold 
that all of Ezekiel’s prophecies refer to the future Third 
Temple. According to this explanation, Ezekiel meant 
that just as there were offerings of inauguration for the 
Tabernacle and the Second Temple, these offerings will 
also be sacrificed at the inauguration of the Third Temple. 
At that time, they will sacrifice a bull as a sin offering 
(Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola; commentary attrib- 
uted to Rashba). Some explain that in fact there were no 
offerings of inauguration that were sacrificed at the time 
of the Second Temple; the Gemara means to say that 
were the Jewish people to have merited it, they would 
have had such a celebration just as they did in the days 
of Moses (Shita Mekubbetzet, citing Tosafot Hitzoniyyot). 


PERSONALITIES 
Elijah the prophet - mn: In many places in the Talmud 
and the Midrash, Elijah the prophet appears to people, 
especially to Sages, and resolves their dilemmas. As it is 
stated in the Prophets (I1 Kings 2:11), Elijah never died, and 
he continues to serve as an emissary of God. 


HALAKHA 

The offerings of the inauguration that they sacrificed 
later in the days of Ezra — XY "9a IIIT moan: 

The offerings that were sactificed by those who returned 
to Eretz Yisrael from the exile were offerings of the inau- 
guration and are not offerings brought throughout the 
generations. This is in accordance with the opinion of Rav 
Ashi (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 
2:15). 


117 P15 - MENAHOT ' PEREK IV: 45A 281 


This file may not 


BACKGROUND 

Unwitting communal sin - nay bw 337 oyn: This isa 
communal sin offering brought due to an active unwit- 
ing transgression committed by the Jewish people, as 
a result of an erroneous halakhic ruling handed down 
by the Great Sanhedrin (see Leviticus 4:13-21). Members 
of the Sanhedrin would perform the ritual of placing 
heir hands on the head of the offering. As in the case 
of the bull of the High Priest, the blood of this offering is 
sprinkled against the Curtain dividing the Sanctuary from 
he Holy of Holies and on the Temple's golden altar. The 
sacrificial portions are burned on the altar, and the rest of 
he flesh and the hide are burned outside Jerusalem in 
he place of the ashes. 


PERSONALITIES 

Hanina ben Hizkiyya — spin ja x»: Hanina ben 
Hizkiyya ben Garon was one of the most prominent 
Sages of the generation following Shammai and Hillel. 
He was also sometimes known as Hananya, and in some 
sources his grandfather's name appears as Guryon. The 
upper story of his house served as a meeting place for the 
scholars of the generation, and many important decisions 
were made there. One of his important projects was the 
composition of Megillat Ta‘anit, the first written book of 
Oral Law, which lists and details festive days established 
in commemoration of various historical events. His son 
Rabbi Eliezer, who is mentioned several times in rabbinic 
literature, assisted him in authoring Megillat Ta'anit and 
may have even composed most of it himself. 

As explained here, Hanina ben Hizkiyya also went to 
great lengths to ensure that the book of Ezekiel would 
not be suppressed, and to that end he homiletically 
interpreted the verses that appear to contradict what is 
stated in the Torah. 


LANGUAGE 
Jugs [garbei] — ‘a3: The Hebrew word garbei, or the 
singular garav, refers to containers used for liquids such 
as wine and oil. It has this meaning in Aramaic as well. The 
garav was generally made of earthenware in the form of 
a large pitcher or barrel (see Terumot 10:8). 
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Ravina said that it was necessary for the verse to emphasize that these 
prohibitions apply to priests for the following reason: It might enter 
your mind to say that since pinching is permitted with regard to 
priests, therefore an animal carcass or a tereifa should also be permit- 
ted for them. A bird sin offering is killed by a priest pinching the nape 
ofits neck. This is not a valid method of slaughter and would generally 
render a bird or animal an unslaughtered carcass, yet the priests are 
permitted to partake of the bird sin offering. Consequently, one might 
think that the prohibitions against eating an animal carcass or a tereifa 
in general do not apply to priests. Therefore, the verse teaches us that 
these prohibitions apply to priests as well. 


§ The Gemara discusses the meaning of another difficult verse in 
Ezekiel: “And so shall you do on the seventh of the month for every 
one that errs, and for him that is simple; so shall you make atone- 
ment for the house” (Ezekiel 45:20). The Gemara asks: What is the 
meaning of the expression “on the seventh of the month”? There are 
no special offerings that are sacrificed on the seventh day of any month. 


Rabbi Yohanan says: The verse must be reinterpreted as referring to 
the bull for an unwitting communal sin,’ which is brought when the 
majority of the Jewish people have sinned as a result of following a 
mistaken ruling of the Sanhedrin. These seven alluded to in the verse 
are seven tribes who sinned." In such a case, a bull for an unwitting 
communal sin is brought even though the number of individuals 
who sinned are not the majority of the congregation. Because the 
majority of the individuals in the majority of the tribes have sinned, 
it is considered a sin of the congregation and not sins of many 
individuals. 


Similarly, the word “month [hodesh]” is to be interpreted as meaning 
that a bull for an unwitting communal sin is brought if the court 
innovated [hiddeshu] a new halakha contradicting the Torah, e.g., if 
they said that eating forbidden fat is permitted. The continuation 
of the verse: “For every one that errs, and for him that is simple,” 
teaches that the Sanhedrin is liable to sacrifice the bull for unwitting 
communal sin only for a matter that was hidden from the Sanhedrin, 
i.e, about which the Sanhedrin issued a mistaken ruling, and accom- 
panied by unwitting action by the majority of the community, who 
relied on the mistaken ruling. 


The Gemara concludes the discussion of specific difficult verses in 
Ezekiel with the following general statement: Rav Yehuda says that 
Rav says: That man is remembered for good, and Hanina ben 
Hizkiyya’ is his name. As were it not for him, the book of Ezekiel 
would have been suppressed and not included in the biblical canon, 
because various details of its contents appear to contradict state- 
ments of the Torah. What did Hanina ben Hizkiyya do? He brought 
up to his upper story three hundred jugs [garbei]! of oil for light so 
that he could study even at night, and he sat isolated in the upper 
story and did not move from there until he homiletically interpreted 
all of those verses in the book of Ezekiel that seemed to contradict 
verses in the Torah. 


§ The mishna teaches that Rabbi Shimon says: If the Temple treasur- 
ers had sufficient funds for the numerous bulls that are required to 
be sacrificed on that day but they did not also have sufficient funds for 
the accompanying libations, they should rather bring one bull and its 
libations, and they should not sacrifice all of them without libations. 


HALAKHA 


Seven tribes who sinned — 


INDY DPA yIW: If the Sanhe- 
drin issued a mistaken ruling permitting an item or action that 
is in fact prohibited and for which one is liable to bring a sin 
offering, and the people of Eretz Yisrael relied on that ruling and 
then the Sanhedrin realized its error, the Sanhedrin is obligated 
to bring a sin offering. This sin offering is sacrificed even if the 


majority of the Jews of Eretz Yisrael acted on it. The definition of 
the majority of the Jewish people is that the majority of the indi- 
viduals acted upon the ruling, or that seven of the twelve tribes 
acted upon the ruling, even if they do not constitute a majority 
of the individuals. This is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 12:1, 13:2). 


judges themselves did not act on their own ruling, as long as the 
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Concerning this, the Sages taught in a baraita: The verse states: 
“And he shall prepare a meal offering, an ephah for the bull, and 
an ephah for the ram, and for the lambs as his means suffice, and 
a hin of oil to an ephah” (Ezekiel 46:7). Rabbi Shimon says: Is 
the measure of the meal offering accompanying bulls and rams 
the same, as stated in this verse that it is an ephah for each? In 
fact, this is not the halakha, as the meal offering accompanying a 
bull is three-tenths of an ephah of fine flour (see Numbers 15:9), 
whereas the meal offering accompanying a ram is only two-tenths 
of an ephah (see Numbers 15:6). 


Rather, the verse teaches that if the Temple treasurers had sufh- 
cient funds for the numerous bulls that are required to be sacri- 
ficed on that day but they did not also have sufficient funds for 
the accompanying libations, they should bring one bull and 
its libations, and they should not sacrifice all of them without 
libations. And similarly, if the Temple treasurers had sufficient 
funds for 


the numerous rams that are required to be sacrificed on that day 
and they did not also have sufficient funds for the ephah, i.e., the 
prescribed measure, of flour for all of the rams, they should bring 
one ram and its ephah of flour, and they should not sacrifice all 
of them without their ephahs of flour. 


MI S HN A On Shavuot there is an obligation to sacri- 


fice burnt offerings, a sin offering, and 
peace offerings together with the offering of the two loaves. The 
burnt offerings consists of a bull, two rams, and seven sheep. A goat 
is brought for the sin offering. Two sheep are brought as peace 
offerings and waved together with the two loaves. Failure to sacri- 
fice the bull, the rams, and the sheep,“ which are all brought as 
burnt offerings, and the goat that is brought as a sin offering, does 
not prevent the bringing of the two loaves, and they are sacrificed 
nevertheless. Failure to bring the two loaves does not prevent 
sacrifice of the accompanying animal offerings. 


Failure to bring the two loaves prevents sacrifice of the accompa- 
nying peace offering of two sheep," but failure to sacrifice the two 
sheep does not prevent the bringing of the two loaves; this is the 
statement of Rabbi Akiva. 


Rabbi Shimon ben Nannas’ says: No, rather the opposite is true. 
Failure to sacrifice the peace offering of two sheep prevents the 

bringing of the two loaves, but failure to bring the two loaves does 

not prevent sacrifice of the accompanying peace offering of two 

sheep. As we found that when the Jewish people were in the 

wilderness for forty years after the exodus from Egypt, they sac- 
rificed the two sheep as a peace offering on Shavuot without the 

two loaves, as the two loaves may be brought only from wheat 
grown in Eretz Yisrael after the Jewish people entered the land. 
Here too, whenever wheat is unavailable, they should sacrifice the 

two sheep without the two loaves. However, the two loaves are 

not sacrificed without the peace offering of two sheep. 


Rabbi Shimon says: The halakha is in accordance with the state- 
ment of Rabbi Shimon ben Nannas that failure to sacrifice the 
two sheep prevents the bringing of the two loaves but failure to 
bring the two loaves does not prevent sacrifice of the accompany- 
ing peace offering of two sheep, but the reason for that ruling is 
not in accordance with his statement. 
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NOTES 


The bull, the rams, and the sheep — mbox 397 
Dv: These offerings, mentioned in Leviticus 
(23:18-19), accompany the two loaves of Shavuot. In 
addition, there were also additional offerings that were 
sacrificed, as on other Festivals: Two bulls, a ram, and 
seven sheep were sacrificed as burnt offerings, and a 
goat was sacrificed as a sin offering. 


HALAKHA 


Failure to sacrifice the bull, the rams, and the sheep — 
yyym owm ogg: Failure to sacrifice the bull, 
the rams, and the sheep, which are brought as a burnt 

offering along with the two loaves, and the goat that is 

brought as a sin offering, does not prevent the bringing 

of the two loaves, and they are brought nevertheless. 
Failure to bring the two loaves does not prevent sacri- 
fice of the accompanying animal offerings (Rambam 

Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 8:17). 


Failure to bring the two loaves prevents sacrifice of 
the accompanying peace offering of two sheep — 
wast ny 223v) onda: The Rambam holds that failure 
to bring the two loaves prevents sacrifice of the accom- 
panying peace offering of two sheep, but failure to 
sacrifice the two sheep does not prevent the bringing 
of the two loaves. The Ra’avad disagrees and rules that 
failure to sacrifice the sheep prevents the bringing of 
the loaves, but not the reverse. This is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Nannas and 
Rabbi Shimon (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 
UMusafin 8:15). 


PERSONALITIES 

Rabbi Shimon ben Nannas — 033 73 jiynaw *27: Rabbi 
Shimon ben Nannas, sometimes referred to simply as 
ben Nannas, was a third-generation tanna. He was a 
colleague of Rabbi Akiva and Rabbi Yishmael, with 
whom he engaged in halakhic discourse. He was 
particularly expert in matters of monetary law, as evi- 
denced by the fact that Rabbi Yishmael once praised 
ben Nannas by saying: One who wants to acquire wis- 
dom should occupy himself with monetary law...and 
one who wants to occupy himself with monetary law 
should serve Shimon ben Nannas (Bava Batra 175b). 


283 


But all the offerings stated in Leviticus were not 
sacrificed when the Jewish people were in the 
wilderness — amI ps Da mina myI bor 

The commentaries explain that this does not mean 

that none of the offerings mentioned anywhere in 

Leviticus were sacrificed when the Jewish people 
were in the wilderness, as the offerings of Yom Kip- 
pur, detailed in Leviticus, chapter 16, were sacrificed 
during this time period (see Leviticus 16:34). Rather, 
the Gemara is referring specifically to the offerings 
of Shavuot. They adduce proof to this explanation 
from the fact that in the passage describing the 
additional offerings of Yom Kippur, it states: “Beside 
the sin offering of atonement” (Numbers 29:11), 
whereas the passage describing the additional 
offerings of Shavuot (Numbers 28:26-31) does not 
mention the offering of the two loaves and the 
offerings that accompanied it (Sefat Emet). 
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MENAHOT - PEREK IV: 45B: 10.77 p3 


As all the offerings that must be sacrificed on Shavuot that are stated 
in the book of Numbers (see 28:27), i.e., two bulls, one ram, and seven 
sheep as additional offerings and a goat as a sin offering, were sacri- 
ficed when the Jewish people were in the wilderness. But all the 
offerings stated in Leviticus (see 23:18-20), i.e., the offerings accom- 
panying the two loaves, were not sacrificed when the Jewish people 
were in the wilderness." Not only were the two loaves not sacrificed, 
but the accompanying offerings, including the peace offering of the 
two sheep, were also not sacrificed, because it was only when they 
arrived in Eretz Yisrael that these additional offerings and those 
offerings accompanying the two loaves were sacrificed. Neither the 
additional offerings of Shavuot nor the two loaves, and the offerings 
that accompany them, were sacrificed in the wilderness, contrary to 
the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Nannas. 


Rather, for what reason do I nevertheless say that the sheep should 
be sacrificed without the loaves, in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Shimon ben Nannas? It is due to the fact that the sheep permit 
themselves, as the sprinkling of their blood and the burning of the 
portions consumed on the altar renders it permitted to partake of their 
meat. And why are the loaves not sacrificed without the sheep? It 
is because there is no item to permit the loaves, as the loaves are 
permitted only after the sheep are sacrificed. 


GEMARA The mishna teaches the halakhot of the sacri- 

fices that generally accompany the two loaves 
on Shavuot in a case when the two loaves are not available. The Gemara 
cites a relevant baraita. The Sages taught: The verse that mandates 
these offerings states: “And you shall sacrifice with the bread seven 
lambs without blemish of the first year, and one young bull, and two 
rams” (Leviticus 23:18). The phrase “and you shall sacrifice with the 
bread” indicates that it is obligatory to sacrifice these burnt offerings 
with the loaves of bread, and if the loaves are not available, then these 
offerings are not sacrificed. The continuation of the verse: “Seven 
lambs without blemish,” teaches that the lambs are sacrificed even if 
there are no loaves available. 


If so, that the animal offerings may be sacrificed even without 
loaves, what is the meaning when the verse states “with the bread”? 
It teaches that they were not obligated to sacrifice the sheep before 
they were obligated to sacrifice loaves, i.e., they became obligated to 
sacrifice all of these offerings only when they entered Eretz Yisrael. 
This is the statement of Rabbi Tarfon. 


Rabbi Akiva says: One might have thought that the sheep mentioned 
here in Leviticus, which accompany the two loaves, are the very same 
ones mentioned in the book of Numbers (see 28:27), in the passage 
prescribing the additional offerings. You must say when you reach the 
bulls and rams that are enumerated in the two passages that the offer- 
ings mentioned in one are not those mentioned in the other, as the 
number of bulls and rams are not equal. Whereas in Leviticus the verse 
requires the sacrifice of one bull and two rams, in Numbers the verse 
requires the sacrifice of two bulls and one ram. Rather, the two pas- 
sages are referring to different offerings. These mentioned in Numbers 
come upon the altar for their own sake, and those mentioned in 
Leviticus come upon the altar for the sake of the two loaves. 


Itis therefore found that the offerings that are mentioned in the book 
of Numbers were sacrificed even when the Jewish people were in the 
wilderness and could not bring the offering of the two loaves, but the 
offerings that are mentioned in Leviticus were not sacrificed in the 
wilderness, due to the fact that the two loaves could not be sacrificed 
in the wilderness. 


The Gemara challenges: But perhaps the bulls and rams mentioned 
in Numbers are not those mentioned in Leviticus, but the sheep 
mentioned in Numbers are the same as those mentioned in Leviticus. 
The Gemara explains: From the fact that these bulls and rams are 
different, it is apparent that those sheep are also different offerings. 
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The Gemara asks: But from where is it proven that the bulls and rams 
in Numbers are different offerings than the bulls and rams mentioned 
in Leviticus? Perhaps they are actually the same offerings, and this is 
what the Merciful One is saying: If you want, sacrifice a bull and 
two rams, as the verse states in Leviticus; and if you want, sacrifice 
two bulls and one ram, as the verse states in Numbers. The Gemara 
answers: From the fact that the order of the offerings is different in 
the two passages, as the verse in Leviticus mentions the sheep, then 
the bull, and then the rams, whereas the verse in Numbers mentions 
the bulls, then the ram, and then the sheep, one may conclude from 
it that they are different offerings. 


§ The mishna teaches: Failure to bring the two loaves prevents sac- 
rifice of the accompanying peace offering of two sheep, but failure to 
sacrifice the two sheep does not prevent the bringing of the two loaves; 
this is the statement of Rabbi Akiva. The Gemara asks: What is the 
reasoning of Rabbi Akiva? 


The Gemara answers: He derived the halakha based upon a verbal 
analogy® between two verses. One verse states: “And the priest shall 
wave them with the bread of the first fruits for a wave offering before 
the Lord, with the two lambs; they shall be [yihyu] holy to the Lord 
for the priest” (Leviticus 23:20). The term “they shall be” indicates that 
it is essential that the offering be brought precisely as commanded, but 
it is unclear whether this is referring to the loaves or to the sheep 
brought as peace offerings. This is clarified by means of a verbal anal- 
ogy from the verse: “You shall bring out of your dwellings two loaves 
of waving of two tenth parts of an ephah; they shall be [tihyena] of 
fine flour” (Leviticus 23:17). 


‘The verbal analogy teaches that just as there the requirement that it 
be done as prescribed is referring to the loaves rather than the sheep, 
so too here it is referring to the loaves rather than the sheep. Conse- 
quently, failure to bring the loaves prevents sacrifice of the sheep, but 
failure to sacrifice the sheep does not prevent the bringing of the loaves. 


The Gemara asks: And how did Rabbi Shimon ben Nannas, who holds 
that failure to sacrifice the sheep prevents the bringing of the loaves 
but failure to bring the loaves does not prevent sacrifice of the sheep, 
derive his ruling? He derived the halakha through a verbal analogy 
between the verse: “They shall be [yihyu] holy to the Lord for the 
priest,” and the verse that states, concerning the seven sheep brought 


as burnt offerings: “They shall be [yihyu] a burnt offering to the Lord” 


(Leviticus 23:18). Just as there the requirement that it be done as 
prescribed is referring to the sheep, so too here it is referring to sheep 
rather than loaves. 


The Gemara challenges: And according to Rabbi Shimon ben Nannas 
also, we should derive the halakha based upon a verbal analogy from 
the word tihyena as Rabbi Akiva does, and conclude that just as there 
it is referring to the loaves, so too here it is referring to the loaves. The 
Gemara responds: It is preferable to derive the meaning of the term 
yihyu from a verbal analogy using the identical form yihyu, and one 
should not derive the meaning of the term yihyu from a verbal analogy 
using the term tihyena. 


The Gemara asks: What difference is there whether or not the words 
are identical? Didn’t the school of Rabbi Yishmael teach a verbal 
analogy with regard to leprosy of houses? The verse states: “And the 
priest shall return [veshav] on the seventh day” (Leviticus 14:39), and 
another verse with regard to the priest’s visit seven days later states: 
“And the priest shall come [uva]" and look” (Leviticus 14:44). This 
returning and this coming have the same meaning, and one can 
therefore derive by verbal analogy that the halakha which applies if 
the leprosy had spread at the conclusion of the first week likewise 
applies if it had spread again by the end of the following week. Cer- 
tainly, ifthe halakha can be derived via a verbal analogy with the words 
veshav and uva, the even slighter difference in form between yihyu and 
tihyena should not prevent the application of a verbal analogy. 
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BACKGROUND 


Verbal analogy — mW my: The verbal analogy is a 
fundamental talmudic principle of biblical exegesis, 
appearing in all the standard lists of hermeneutical 
principles. If the same word or phrase appears in two 
places in the Torah, and a specific halakha is explic- 
itly stated in one of these places, then on the basis 
of verbal analogy it is inferred that the same halakha 
applies to the other case as well. Certain restrictions 
were placed on this principle to prevent unfounded 
derivations, most significantly, that one may not infer 
a verbal analogy on his own, i.e., only a verbal analogy 
received through tradition is valid. 


NOTES 


And the priest shall return [veshav], and the priest 
shall come [uva] - a7 xa 137 awy: If a priest 
confirms that there are signs of leprosy on a house, 
he house is left uninhabited for one week. After that 
ime the priest reexamines the house, as described in 
Leviticus 14:39. If the leprosy has spread, he orders the 
affected parts of the house removed and replaced with 
other building materials. If the leprosy has not spread, 
he priest then reexamines the house after another 
week passes (see Leviticus 14:44). The following verse 
states that if the leprosy has spread, the priest orders 
he house destroyed. Based on the verbal analogy 
between verses 39 and 44, the halakha is that the 
affected areas of the house are removed and replaced 
with other building material, and the priest reexamines 
the house once more a week later. Only if the leprosy is 
again found to have spread does the priest order the 
house destroyed (Rashi on Firuvin 51a). 


= 
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The Gemara answers: This matter applies only when there are no 
terms that are identical to it. But where there are terms that are 
identical to it, we derive the verbal analogy from terms identical 
to it rather than from the terms that are not precisely identical. 
Consequently, it is preferable to derive the meaning of the term 
yihyu from the identical term rather than from tihyena. 


The Gemara challenges: And let Rabbi Akiva also derive the mean- 
ing of the term yihyu from a verbal analogy to the identical term 
yihyu, as Rabbi Shimon ben Nannas does. The Gemara responds: 
Rabbi Akiva holds that it is preferable to derive the halakha con- 
cerning an item that is given as a gift to the priest, such as the loaves 
or the sheep brought as peace offerings, which are the subject of 
Leviticus 23:20, from the halakha concerning an item that is also a 
gift to the priest, i.e., the two loaves, which are the subject of Leviti- 
cus 23:17. This is to the exclusion of these seven sheep that are 
mentioned in Leviticus 23:18, which are burnt offerings and wholly 
consumed by the altar, and are not a gift to the priest. Consequently, 
it is preferable to derive the meaning of the term yihyu in verse 20 
from the term tihyena in verse 17, rather than from the term yihyu in 
verse 18. 


The Gemara presents an alternative explanation for the basis of their 
divergent opinions: And if you wish, say instead that they disagree 
about the interpretation of the verse itself: “They shall be [yihyu] 
holy to the Lord for the priest” (Leviticus 23:20). Rabbi Akiva 
holds: Which item is entirely given to the priest? You must say 
that it is the loaves of bread. Therefore he concludes that the word 
yihyu is referring to the loaves of bread, and if they are not sacrificed, 
the two sheep cannot be sacrificed as peace offerings. 


The Gemara asks: And how would Rabbi Shimon ben Nannas 
respond to this? He would say: Is it in fact written: They shall be 
[yihyu] holy for the priest, in which case one should interpret it as 
Rabbi Akiva does? It is written in the verse: “They shall be [yihyu] 
holy to the Lord for the priest.” Therefore, it should be understood 
in the following manner: Which item is partially given to the Lord 
and partially given to the priest? You must say that it is the sheep, 
which are sacrificed as a peace offering, part of which is burned on 
the altar and part of which is consumed by the priests. Consequently, 
the word yihyu should be understood as referring to the sheep, and 
if they are not sacrificed, the two loaves cannot be sacrificed either. 


The Gemara asks: And how would Rabbi Akiva respond to this? He 
would say: Is it in fact written: They shall be [yihyu] holy for the 
Lord and for the priest? It is written in the verse: “They shall be 
[yihyu] holy to the Lord for the priest.” Therefore, it should be 
understood to mean that it is given to the Lord, and it is then given 
by Him entirely to the priests, in accordance with the statement of 
Rav Huna," as Rav Huna says: The Lord acquired it initially and 
then gave it to the priest. 


§ With regard to the dispute in the mishna about whether failure 
to sacrifice the two sheep as peace offerings prevents the bringing 
of the two loaves or vice versa, Rabbi Yohanan says: Everyone 
concedes 


NOTES 


In accordance with the statement of Rav Huna - K317 1773: 
According to Rashi, the Gemara is applying Rav Huna's statement 
from another context to the current discussion. He explains that 
the context in which Rav Huna made his statement is a case 


then admits his guilt after the convert has passed away. If the 
convert has no Jewish heirs, payment is made to the priests (see 
Bava Kamma 109b). By contrast, Josafot hold that Rav Huna made 
his statement in the context of the Gemara’s discussion here. 


where one robs a convert, takes an oath that he is innocent, and 
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that if they became bound to each other™ and then one of them 
became lost, that the lost item prevents fulfillment of the mitzva 
with the other," i.e., the remaining item is unfit and must be burned. 
Rabbi Yohanan clarifies: And what is it that establishes their bond? 
It is the slaughter" of the sheep. If the loaves existed at the time of 
the slaughter, then the loaves and sheep are sanctified as one unit. 
Consequently, if one of them is lost, the other is unfit and must be 
burned. 


With regard to the establishment of the bond between the loaves 
and the sheep, Ulla said that the Sages in the West, Eretz Yisrael, 
raise a dilemma: Does waving" of the sheep and loaves before the 
sheep are slaughtered establish a bond between the sheep and the 
loaves, such that if one is lost the other becomes unfit, or does it 
not establish a bond between them? 


The Gemara asks: Why is there a dilemma about this issue? Resolve 
it from the statement of Rabbi Yohanan, as Rabbi Yohanan says 
that slaughter of the sheep establishes a bond between sheep 
and the loaves. On can conclude by inference that waving, which 
precedes the slaughter, does not establish a bond between them. 


That if they became bound to each other - mb mapppn Dw: 
Rabbi Yohanan does not specify which Sages concede this 
point, nor does he clarify which offering he is referring to, and 
commentaries disagree as to the interpretation of his statement. 
Rashi explains that he is referring to the dispute between Rabbi 
Akiva and Rabbi Shimon ben Nannas concerning the two loaves 
and the accompanying two sheep brought as peace offerings 
on Shavuot. If so, Rabbi Yohanan is limiting their dispute to a 
case where a bond was not yet established between them by 
means of slaughtering. Some explain that Rabbi Yohanan is also 
referring to the other offerings sacrificed with the two loaves on 
Shavuot as well as the additional offerings of the day, and he is 
qualifying the first clause of the mishna on 45b (see Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 8:17—19, and Kesef Mishne 
and Lehem Mishne there). 


That the lost item prevents fulfillment of the mitzva with 
to a case where one of them is lost, and therefore the other 
becomes unfit and must be burned. Later commentaries derive 
from here that perhaps this halakha applies only if one of them 
is lost. But in a case where the sheep were slaughtered and 
then one wanted to bring the loaves with other, better-quality 
sheep, perhaps the loaves may still be used for that purpose 
(see Mikdash David, Kodashim 29). 


And what is it that establishes their bond? It is the 
slaughter — mane pyw Apr xa myx: Tosafot note that 
according to the Gemara on 47a, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds 
that the slaughter of a thanks offering sanctifies the accom- 


NOTES 


panying loaves, whereas Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, 
holds that it is the sprinkling of the blood that sanctifies them. 
Ostensibly, Rabbi Yohanan’s statement is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Tosafot conclude that even 
Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, agrees that the slaughter 
establishes a bond between the sheep and the loaves such 
that if one is lost the other becomes unfit. Later commentaries 
add that despite the fact that Rashi (72b) apparently holds that 
according to Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, the slaughter 
does not preclude bringing the loaves with other sheep, nev- 
ertheless it does establish a bond so that if one of the items is 
lost the other becomes unfit (Griz). 


Waving - naua: The source of the obligation to wave the two 
loaves together with the accompanying sheep that are brought 
as peace offerings on Shavuot is from the verse: “And the priest 
shall wave them with the bread of the first fruits for a wave 
offering before the Lord, with the two lambs” (Leviticus 23:20). 
The waving was performed in the following fashion: The priest 
would first wave the live sheep before slaughtering them. After 
slaughter, he would take the breast and the thigh of the sheep 
and place them beside the two loaves and wave them. In both 
cases, he would extend his hands back and forth in each of the 
four directions and then raise them upward and lower them. 
The waving was performed to the east of the altar (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin, 8:1 and Hilkhot Ma‘aseh 
Hakorbanot 9:6). Others hold that it may even be performed 
there, but it may certainly be performed to the west of the altar, 
which is closer to the Sanctuary (Rashi on 61a). 


HALAKHA 

That if they became bound to each other - ppum oxw 
mY mt: Failure to sacrifice the two sheep brought as peace 
offerings does not prevent one from bringing the two loaves 
of Shavuot. But once the sheep and loaves have been waved 
together, they become bound to each other, and if the sheep 
are lost the loaves cannot be brought (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 8:15). 


Waving the breast, thigh, and two loaves 
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NOTES 


If one of its accompanying loaves broke - 
army DW): Rashi notes that it is evident from this 

passage that if one of the loaves breaks, all of the 

oaves are deemed unfit, but the source of this hal- 
akha is not clear. He suggests that it is derived from 

he halakha of the shewbread, which is comparable 

o the loaves of the thanks offering. With regard to 

he shewbread, the Gemara (12b) states that if one 

is broken they all become unfit. Shita Mekubbetzet 
cites Tosafot Hitzoniyyot, who suggest based on 

Rashi that the reason they become unfit is that all 

of the loaves must be fit to give to the priest. A bro- 
en loaf is not fit to give to the priest because the 

verse states that the priest is given “one loaf of each 

offering” (Leviticus 7:14), and not a piece of a loaf. 


The blood should be sprinkled - py 077: 
Rashi explains that the blood is not sprinkled for the 
sake of a thanks offering, as the individual bringing 
the offering does not fulfill his vow to bring a thanks 
offering in any event. Rather, the blood is sprinkled 
for the sake of a peace offering, as the thanks offer- 
ing is also referred to as a peace offering, as the 
Gemara will soon note. Josafot indicate that even 
if the blood was sprinkled for the sake of a thanks 
offering the meat may still be eaten. 


He separates from the whole loaves for the bro- 
ken loaf — onan by owe pa oyin: The thanks offer- 
ing includes ten loaves each of four different types, 
for a total of forty loaves. One loaf from each type 
is given to the priests, and the remaining loaves 
are given to the individual who brought the offer- 
ing. In a case where some of the loaves become 
broken before the individual gives loaves to the 
priest, he must give the priest whole loaves rather 
than broken ones. 
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The Gemara answers: It is with regard to the statement of Rabbi 

Yohanan itself that Ulla raises the dilemma: Is it obvious to Rabbi 

Yohanan that slaughter establishes a bond between them but wav- 
ing does not establish a bond between them? Or perhaps it is 

obvious to him that slaughter establishes a bond between them, but 

he is uncertain as to whether or not waving establishes a bond 

between them. According to the second possibility, the reason that 
he mentioned slaughter is that he was certain about it. The Gemara 

notes that the question shall stand unresolved. 


Rabbi Yehuda bar Hanina said to Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua: 
But when it is written: “They shall be holy to the Lord for the 
priest” (Leviticus 23:20), it is written immediately after the verse 
mentions waving, and nevertheless Rabbi Shimon ben Nannas and 
Rabbi Akiva disagree, based on this phrase, about whether the 
loaves can be brought without the sheep or the sheep can be sacri- 
ficed without the loaves. This indicates that the waving does not 
establish a bond between these two items. 


Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, replied to Rabbi Yehuda bar 
Hanina: And according to your reasoning that one can infer the 
halakha based upon the placement of the phrase: “They shall be holy 
to the Lord for the priest,” is this phrase referring to the time after 
waving but not after the slaughter of the sheep? After all, the verse 
speaks of giving them to the priest, which is done after the sheep 
have been slaughtered. How then did Rabbi Shimon ben Nannas 
and Rabbi Akiva disagree concerning this verse? 


Rather, what do you have to say concerning this verse? It must be 
referring to a time before the slaughter, and what is meant by: 
“They shall be holy to the Lord for the priest”? It means an item 
that is ultimately given to the priest. Here too, one can explain that 
the verse is referring to a time before the waving, and it means an 
item that is ultimately given to the priest. The issue of whether 
or not waving establishes a bond between the sheep and loaves 
therefore remains an open question. 


The Gemara asks: But is it so that slaughter establishes a bond 
between them? And the Gemara raises a contradiction to this from 
a baraita concerning a thanks offering, which consists of an animal 
offering accompanied by forty loaves. The baraita states: If one of 
its accompanying loaves broke before he slaughtered the thanks 
offering," he should bring another loaf and slaughter the thanks 
offering. 


But if one of its accompanying loaves broke" once he slaughtered 
the thanks offering, it is not possible to bring another loaf because 
the loaves of a thanks offering are sanctified through the slaughter 
of the animal, which has already taken place. Consequently, the 
blood should be sprinkled" on the altar and the meat should be 
eaten, but he has not fulfilled his vow to bring a thanks offering, 
and the loaves are all unfit. 


If one of its accompanying loaves broke after the blood was sprin- 
kled on the altar, the loaves are not deemed unfit and the individual 
has fulfilled his vow to bring a thanks offering. He separates the four 
loaves for the priest from the whole loaves for the broken loaf." The 
priest receives whole loaves and not the broken one. 


If one of its accompanying loaves broke before he slaughtered 
the thanks offering - arom pip Abnw xo “Y: If one of the loaves 
that accompany a thanks offering broke before the offering was 
slaughtered, one must bring another loaf and slaughter the offering. 
If it broke after the offering was slaughtered, the blood should be 
sprinkled on the altar and the meat of the offering should be eaten. 


MENAHOT : PEREK IV: 46A -1911 p9 


HALAKHA 


Nevertheless, all of the loaves are considered unfit, and the indi- 
vidual who brought the offering has not fulfilled his vow and must 
bring another offering. If a loaf broke after the blood was sprinkled, 
the loaves remain fit and the individual has fulfilled his vow. The 
loaves he gives to a priest must be unbroken (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 12:14, and see Ra'avad there). 
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The baraita continues: If one of its accompanying loaves left" the 
confines of the walls of Jerusalem before he slaughtered the thanks 
offering, it is not unfit because the loaves were not yet sanctified 
by the slaughter. Therefore, he brings it back into the city and 
slaughters the thanks offering." 


If one of its accompanying loaves left the confines of the walls of 
Jerusalem once he slaughtered the thanks offering, the loaves are 
rendered unfit. Consequently, the blood should be sprinkled on 
the altar and the meat should be eaten, but he has not fulfilled 
his vow to bring a thanks offering and the loaves are all unfit. If one 
of the loaves left the confines of the walls of Jerusalem after the 
blood was sprinkled on the altar, the remainder of the offering is 
fit, and he separates the four loaves for the priest from the ones that 
remained inside the city for the loaf that went outside the walls of 
the city. 


The baraita continues: If one of its accompanying loaves became 
impure" before he slaughtered the thanks offering, he brings 
another loaf and slaughters the thanks offering. But if one of its 
accompanying loaves became impure once he slaughtered the 
thanks offering, then the blood should be sprinkled on the altar 
and the meat should be eaten, and he has fulfilled his vow to bring 
a thanks offering. This is due to the fact that the frontplate effects 
acceptance of offerings that are impure." Nevertheless, the loaf that 
became impure is unfit, as the frontplate effects acceptance of the 
offering but does not render impure items pure. 


The baraita concludes: If one of its accompanying loaves became 
impure after the blood was sprinkled on the altar, he separates the 
four loaves that are given to the priest from the loaves that remained 
pure for the impure loaf. 


The Gemara comes to its question: Ifit enters your mind to say that 
slaughter establishes a bond between the sheep and the two loaves 
of Shavuot, and similarly between the animal offering and the loaves 
ofa thanks offering, then in the cases where a loaf became unfit after 
the animal was slaughtered but before the blood was sprinkled, 
since the animal and the loaves bonded with each other through 
the slaughtering, once the loaf became unfit, the thanks offering 
should also become unfit. Consequently, the blood of the offering 
should not be sprinkled on the altar and the meat should not be 
eaten, contrary to what is stated in the baraita. 


The Gemara answers: The thanks offering is different, as the Mer- 
ciful One called it a peace offering, as the verse states: “The sac- 
rifice of his peace offerings for thanksgiving” (Leviticus 7:13). Con- 
sequently, just as a peace offering is sacrificed without loaves, so 
too a thanks offering can be sacrificed without loaves. 


§ Rabbi Yirmeya says: If you say that waving establishes a bond 
between the loaves and the sheep, then in a case where the loaves 
were lost after the waving, 


HALAKHA 


If one of its accompanying loaves left - man? tex»: If one of the 
loaves of the thanks offering was brought outside of the Temple 
courtyard before the slaughter of the offering, one must replace it 
with another loaf and then slaughter the offering. If it was brought 
outside the Temple courtyard after the offering was slaughtered, 
then the blood is sprinkled and the meat is eaten, but all of the 
loaves are unfit and the individual has not fulfilled his vow. If the loaf 
was brought out after the blood was sprinkled, then he has fulfilled 
his vow. The loaves he separates for the priest must be ones that 
were not taken out of the courtyard (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 12:14). 


If its accompanying loaves became impure — aay apa: If one 
of the loaves of the thanks offering became impure before the 
offering was slaughtered, one must replace it with another loaf and 
then slaughter the offering. If it became impure after the offering 
was slaughtered, then the blood is sprinkled and the meat is eaten, 
but all of the loaves are unfit and the individual has not fulfilled 
his vow. If it became impure after the blood was sprinkled, he has 
fulfilled his vow. The loaves he separates for the priest must be ones 
that did not become impure (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 12:14). 
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NOTES 


He brings it back into the city and slaughters the 
thanks offering — vmiwi moa: The case of the 
loaf being taken out before the slaughter of the 
offering is different from the other cases mentioned 
in the baraita of a loaf breaking or becoming impure. 
In the other cases one must bring another loaf, 
whereas in this case he merely brings the loaf back 
inside. Rashi explains that the loaf is not rendered 
unfit because it has not yet been sanctified through 
the slaughter of the offering. 


That the frontplate effects acceptance of offer- 
ings that are impure, etc. - KAwT by mya pxaw 
"131: Some commentaries explain ‘that the individual 
has fulfilled his vow because the frontplate effects 
acceptance of impure offerings, but it does not 
allow one to eat the loaves of bread, one of which 
has become impure. Since one of the loaves has 
become unfit, none of the loaves may be eaten 
(Josafot; commentary attributed to Rashba). Oth- 
ers hold that the frontplate allows one to eat the 
loaves that did not become impure, and it is only 
the impure loaf that may not be eaten (Rabbeinu 
Gershom Meor HaGola; Rashi). 


The thanks offering is different as the Merciful 
One called it a peace offering — x2—aNnTT Tin Kw 
onby app: The Torah refers to the thanks offering 
as both a thanks offering and a peace offering, as 
the verse states: “The sacrifice of his peace offerings 
for thanksgiving" (Leviticus 7:13). Therefore, although 
it is initially a thanks offering when accompanied 
by its loaves, when lacking them it reverts to the 
status of a peace offering. Therefore, it is fit without 
its loaves if its blood is sprinkled for the sake of a 
peace offering. This is not the halakha in the case 
of the sheep that accompany the two loaves of Sha- 
vuot. Once a bond is established between them 
by means of slaughter, if the loaves become unfit 
then the sheep too are rendered unfit (Rabbeinu 
Gershom Meor HaGola; Rashi). 
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Perek IV 
Daf 46 Amudb 


HALAKHA 


If the sheep are lost - waa 1748: The Rambam holds 
that if the sheep of the thanks offering are lost after 
they have been waved with the bread, the accompa- 
nying loaves are disqualified as well, and new sheep 
and loaves must be brought. The Ra’avad holds that it 
is uncertain whether the loaves become disqualified 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 8:15). 
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the sheep are lost as well, i.e., they cannot be sacrificed, and one 
must bring different loaves and sheep. Similarly, if the sheep are 
lost" after the waving, the loaves are thereby lost as well, since a 
bond was established between them by means of the waving. 


And if you say that waving does not establish a bond between the 
loaves and the sheep, then one can raise the following dilemma: If 
one brought loaves and sheep and they were waved, and then the 
loaves were lost and he brought other loaves to replace the original 
loaves, does that second set of loaves require waving with the sheep, 
as it has not yet been waved? Or does it not require waving, as the 
accompanying sheep have already been waved with the original 
loaves, and the sheep are the subject in the verse that serves as the 
source of the requirement of waving (see Leviticus 23:20)? 


Rabbi Yirmeya clarifies the dilemma: Ina case where the sheep were 

lost after the waving, do not raise the dilemma, as in this case they 
certainly require waving," because the primary obligation of wav- 
ing is mentioned with respect to the sheep, and these sheep have not 
yet been waved. When should you raise the dilemma? You should 

raise it in a case where the loaves were lost after the waving. 


And according to the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Nannas, who 
holds that failure to sacrifice the sheep prevents one from sacrificing 
the loaves, do not raise the dilemma," as he says that the sheep are 
primary. Consequently, since the sheep have been waved, there is 
no need to repeat the waving. When should you raise the dilemma? 
Raise it according to the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, who holds that 
failure to bring the loaves prevents one from sacrificing the sheep, 
as he says that the loaves are primary. According to his opinion, 
what is the halakha concerning the loaves that are brought as 
replacements? 


On the one hand, one might say that since the loaves are primary 
and this set of loaves has not yet been waved, it requires waving. Or 
on the other hand, perhaps one should say that since its permitting 
factors are the sheep, and they were already waved, the new set of 
loaves does not require waving. The Gemara concludes that the 
question shall stand unresolved. 


§ Abaye said to Rava: What is different about the two sheep 
brought as peace offerings together with the two loaves of Shavuot, 
such that their slaughter sanctifies the loaves (see 47a), and accord- 
ing to Rabbi Yohanan failure to sacrifice them once they have been 
slaughtered prevents the bringing of the loaves; and what is differ- 
ent about the seven sheep, the bull, and the two rams brought on 
Shavuot as an additional offering, such that their slaughter does not 
sanctify the loaves, and failure to sacrifice them does not prevent 
the bringing of the loaves? 


NOTES 


As in this case they certainly require waving — 151m YI TNT: 


Rashi explains that only the replacement sheep need to be waved, 


but the loaves, which have already been waved, do not need 
to be waved again. The replacement sheep need to be waved 


because their sacrifice renders the loaves permitted to be eaten, 


and because the sheep are the subject in the verse that serves 


as the source of the requirement of waving (see Leviticus 23:20). 


Tosafot explain that the loaves must be waved together with the 
replacement sheep. 


And according to the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Nannas 
do not raise the dilemma - p WIN xb 53127 xan: The 
ater commentaries note that one might have claimed that since 
he loaves were lost, it is as though they were never brought 
and the sheep had not been waved with loaves, and therefore 
he sheep must be waved with the replacement loaves. Nev- 
ertheless, according to Rabbi Shimon ben Nannas, who holds 
hat the sheep are the primary element of the waving, since the 
sheep have been waved with loaves it does not matter that those 
oaves have been lost, and no further waving must be performed 
(Keren Ora). 
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Rava said to Abaye: The reason for the distinction is because the 
two sheep and the loaves brought as peace offerings are bound to 
each other through the waving. This is not so with regard to the 
additional offerings, which are not waved with the loaves. The 
Gemara challenges: But in the case of a thanks offering and its 
loaves, which are not waved together, they are not bound to each 
other through waving," and nevertheless the slaughter of the ani- 
mal offering sanctifies the loaves and failure to sacrifice the animal 
offering prevents the bringing of the loaves. This indicates that the 
waving is not the critical factor. 


Rather, the reason for the distinction is that the two sheep brought 
as peace offerings are comparable to a thanks offering. Just as a 
thanks offering is a peace offering, so too the two sheep are also 
a peace offering. Consequently, just as the slaughter of the thanks 
offering sanctifies the accompanying loaves, and failure to sacrifice 
the animal prevents one from bringing the loaves, the same applies 
with regard to the sheep peace offerings and loaves of Shavuot. 


The Gemara responds: Are the two sheep of Shavuot and the thanks 
offering really comparable? There, in the case of the thanks offering, 
there are no other animal offerings brought with it. But here, in 
the case of the offerings brought on Shavuot, where there are other 
animal offerings brought with it, let these peace offerings and 
those additional offerings sanctify the loaves. Why is it only the 
sheep brought as peace offerings that sanctify the loaves? 


Rather, the reason for the distinction is that the two sheep brought 
as peace offerings are comparable to a nazirite’s ram, which is 
sacrificed as a peace offering when he completes his term of nazirite- 
ship, in addition to a lamb that he sacrifices as a burnt offering, a 
female lamb that he brings then as a sin offering, and the nazirite 
loaves (see Numbers 6:14-15). Just as in the case ofa nazirite’s ram, 
even though there are other offerings brought with it, nevertheless 
it is the slaughter of the peace offering that sanctifies the nazirite 
loaves and not the slaughter of anything else, here too, the halakha 
is no different, and it is specifically the slaughter of the peace 
offerings that sanctifies the loaves. 


The Gemara asks: And there, in the case of the offerings of the 
nazirite, from where do we derive that it is specifically the slaughter 
of the peace offering that sanctifies the loaves? The Gemara answers: 
This is as it is taught in a baraita concerning a verse stated with 
regard to the offerings of the nazirite: “And he shall offer the ram 
for a sacrifice of peace offerings to the Lord, with the basket of 
unleavened bread” (Numbers 6:17). This verse, which connects the 
ram and the loaves, teaches that the basket of the nazirite loaves 
comes as an obligation for the ram, which is a peace offering, and 
the slaughter of the ram sanctifies the loaves. Therefore, if the 
slaughter was unfit, e.g., in a case where he slaughtered the ram not 
for the sake of a peace offering," the loaves were not sanctified. 


§ The mishna teaches that according to Rabbi Akiva failure to sac- 
rifice the two sheep brought as peace offerings does not prevent 
sacrifice of the loaves. Consequently, if there are no sheep, the loaves 
are sacrificed by themselves. Concerning this the Sages taught in a 
baraita: In a case where the two loaves are brought by themselves, 
they should be waved. They should then be left overnight so that 
their form decays, i.e., they become disqualified, and they are 
then brought out to the place of burning,’ like any disqualified 
offering. 


The Gemara challenges: Whichever way you look at it, this is diffi- 
cult: If the loaves are brought and waved in order to be eaten, let 
the priests eat them rather than burn them. If they are brought only 
to be burned, let the priests burn them immediately. Why are they 
left overnight so that they undergo a decay of form, i.e., become 
disqualified? 
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NOTES 


In the case of a thanks offering and its loaves, 
they are not bound to each other through 
waving - muna mb mt appin x54 min: The 
straightforward reading of this Gemara is that 
the animal sacrificed as a thanks offering is not 
waved together with the accompanying loaves. 
This is also how Rashi explains the Gemara. The 
Rambam rules that the loaves of the thanks offer- 
ing must be waved together with the breast, the 
thigh, and the portions of the offering that are to 
be consumed on the altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 9:7). The later com- 
mentaries explain that according to the Rambam, 
the Gemara here means that the offering is not 
waved with the loaves while it is alive, in con- 
trast to the peace offerings and the two loaves 
brought on Shavuot. After the thanks offering is 
slaughtered it does need to be waved with the 
loaves. Proof of this can be adduced from the 
Gemara (62a) that states that whenever there 
are loaves brought with an offering, the waving is 
performed with the loaves on top of the offering. 
This indicates that waving of the offering with 
the loaves is performed whenever an offering is 
brought with loaves (Rashash). 


The two loaves are brought by themselves — 
masy naa nisan onda mw: Rashi (74b) offers two 

suggestions as to the circumstances under which 

the loaves would be brought by themselves. One 

scenario is that the community did not have two 

sheep for the Shavuot offering. The second is that 
an individual volunteered to bring the two loaves 

without sheep. Some of the later commentar- 
ies omit the second suggestion, as the Gemara 

(58a) states that an individual cannot volunteer to 

bring the two loaves (7zon Kodashim). 


HALAKHA 


Slaughtered the ram not for the sake of a peace 
offering - inw xow ium: If one slaughtered 
the peace offering of a nazirite with the intention 
that it is a different offering, the accompanying 
loaves are not sanctified (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 12:18). 


The two loaves are brought by themselves — 
psy 293 Nixa onda m: When the two loaves 
are brought by themselves without sheep, they 
are waved and then left overnight, after which 
they are brought to the place designated for 
burning. They may not be eaten due to a rabbinic 
decree, lest there be sheep available the next 
year and the nation nevertheless bring the loaves 
without sheep because they remembered doing 
so the previous year. This is in accordance with 
the baraita, as interpreted by Rabba (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 8:16). 


BACKGROUND 


The place of burning - 79w Ma: This term 
is used in the Talmud to refer to three different 
places. One was in the Temple courtyard, where 
offerings disqualified within the Temple would 
be burned. The second was outside the Temple, 
on the Temple Mount, where sacrificial bulls 
and goats that had become disqualified due to 
leaving the Temple courtyard were burned. The 
third was outside Jerusalem, where the priests 
would burn those sacrificial bulls and goats 
whose proper procedure entailed burning them 
outside the Temple. 
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LANGUAGE 
Last year [eshtakad] - 7PMww: This word is a con- 
traction of the Aramaic words shata kadma‘a, the 
previous year, or sha’ata kadma‘a, a previous time. 


BACKGROUND 


Yavne — 7133»: Yavne is an ancient city mentioned in 
the Bible. Apparently, it is the city Yavneel, located 
in the territory of Judah (see Joshua 15:11), far from 
the modern town named Yavne'el. It was a Philistine 
city for many years and is listed as one of the cities 
whose walls were breached by King Uzziah. 

Yavne was conquered by Vespasian during the 
Roman campaign to quash the Great Revolt. Appar- 
ently, several Sages who did not support the revolt 
settled there. When Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai 
joined them, Yavne became the spiritual center of 
Eretz Yisrael and the seat of the Sanhedrin for many 
years, apparently until the bar Kokheva rebellion. 
The main academy, known as the vineyard in Yavne, 
was located there, as was the residence of the Nasi. 
One of the activities that took place there was the 
gathering of Sages’ testimonies as to the practices 
in the Temple, including ben Bukhri’s testimony in 
this Gemara. 


HALAKHA 


Any priest who does not contribute his half- 
shekel — bpiw ivg yia: Priests are obligated to 
contribute the half-shekel. This is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai (Ram- 
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 1:7). 


Is that to say that priests cannot volunteer to 
bring a thanks offering and its loaves and eat 
them - mb boxy miD sae KYA many TTN we: 
Ifthe owner of a thanks offering was a priest, he eats 
the loaves that are normally eaten by the owners, 
just as an ordinary Israelite would (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 9:14). 


NOTES 


The two loaves of Shavuot are called a meal 
offering — Ama NPY onda sw: The priests also 
mentioned the shewbread, despite the fact tha 
he shewbread is not explicitly referred to as a 
meal offering. Nevertheless, since the shewbread is 
brought by itself without an accompanying anima 
offering and is made of fine flour, it is included in 
he category of meal offerings. This is not true of 
he loaves of the thanks offering, which accompany 
an animal offering and are therefore not considered 
a meal offering. One might have said the same o 
he two loaves of Shavuot, which accompany the 
wo sheep brought as peace offerings, if not for the 
act that the verse refers to them as a meal offering 
(Yosef Da‘at). 
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Rabba said: Actually, the loaves are brought and waved in order to 
be eaten. Nevertheless, the Sages instituted a rabbinic decree that 
they not be eaten out of concern lest sheep become available to the 
nation the following year, and they might say: Didn’t we eat the 
loaves without any accompanying sheep last year [eshtakad]?' Now 
too, we will eat the loaves without sacrificing sheep. 


And they will not know that the reason they were permitted to eat 
the loaves without sacrificing sheep last year is that there were no 
sheep, and therefore the two loaves permitted themselves to be 
eaten, i.e. they could be eaten without the sacrifice of the sheep. But 
now that there are sheep, it is the sacrifice of the sheep that permits 
the loaves to be eaten. Since loaves brought without sheep are fit by 
Torah law and may not be eaten due to rabbinic decree, they may not 
be burned until they become disqualified by remaining overnight. 


Rabba said: From where do I say this, i.e., what is the source for my 
statement? It is as we learned in a mishna (Shekalim 1:4): Rabbi 
Yehuda said that ben Bukhri testified before the Sages in Yavne:° 
Any priest who contributes his half-shekel is not considered a 
sinner, despite the fact that he is not obligated to do so. 


Rabbi Yehuda added that Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai said to ben 
Bukhri: That is not the case, rather, any priest who does not con- 
tribute his half-shekel" is considered a sinner, as they are obligated 
in this mitzva like all other Jews. But the priests who do not contrib- 
ute the half-shekel interpret this following verse to their own 
advantage in order to excuse themselves from the mitzva. 


The verse states: “And every meal offering of the priest shall be 
wholly made to smoke; it shall not be eaten” (Leviticus 6:16). Those 
priests claim as follows: Since the omer offering and the two loaves, 
i.e., the public offering of two loaves from the new wheat, brought on 
the festival of Shavuot, and the shewbread placed on the Table in the 
Sanctuary each Shabbat, which are all meal offerings, are ours, then 
if we contribute half-shekels we will have partial ownership of these 
communal offerings, as they are purchased with the half-shekels. 
How, then, can they be eaten? They would then be regarded as 
priests’ meal offerings, which must be wholly burned. 


Rabba discusses this mishna: What are the circumstances of these 
two loaves? If we say that the mishna is referring to a case where 
they are brought with the animal offering, i.e., the two sheep 
brought as peace offerings, why shouldn't the loaves be eaten? Is that 
to say that priests cannot volunteer to bring a thanks offering and 
its loaves and eat them?" Just as the loaves that accompany a thanks 
offering may be eaten, even if brought by a priest, the same halakha 
should apply to the two loaves when they accompany sheep brought 
as peace offerings. 


Rather, is it not referring to a case where the two loaves are brought 
by themselves, and the mishna teaches that the priests claimed: 
How can they be eaten? Apparently, in principle the loaves come 
to be eaten, but due to rabbinic decree they are not eaten and are left 
overnight until their form decays. 


Abaye said to Rabba in response: Actually, the mishna can be inter- 
preted as referring to loaves brought with the animal offering, and 
therefore it does not prove that when the two loaves are brought by 
themselves they may be eaten. And as for that which is difficult for 
you based on the case ofa thanks offering and its loaves, the resolu- 
tion is that the loaves of a thanks offering are not called a meal 
offering, and therefore even when a priest brings a thanks offering, 
the loaves may be eaten. By contrast, the two loaves of Shavuot are 
called a meal offering," as it is stated with regard to the two loaves: 


“Also in the day of the first fruits, when you bring a new meal offering 


to the Lord” (Numbers 28:26). Therefore, the priests held that if they 
would donate half-shekels, the two loaves would not be permitted to 
be eaten. 
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Rav Yosef said a different response to Rabba’s proof: Actually, 
when the two loaves of Shavuot are brought by themselves they 
come to be burned, i.e., they may not be eaten. And this is the 
reason that we do not burn them until the following day: It is 
because one may not burn consecrated items on a Festival." 


Abaye said to Rav Yosef: Is the burning of the two loaves compa- 
rable to the burning of other consecrated items, such that the 
loaves may not be burned right away for this reason? There, in the 
case of other consecrated items, this is not their mitzva, i.e., they 
are supposed to be eaten, but ifthey become disqualified they must 
be burned. Conversely, here, in the case of the two loaves of Sha- 
vuot that are brought by themselves, where this is their mitzva, i.e., 
they are supposed to be burned, let the priests burn them on the 
Festival, just as is the halakha in the case of the bull and the goat 
of Yom Kippur, which are burned on Yom Kippur despite the fact 
that it is a Festival. 


Rather, Rav Yosef said: The reason the loaves are left overnight is 
due to a rabbinic decree not to burn them immediately, lest sheep 
become available to the nation afterward, i.e., later in the day, in 
which case the loaves could be waved with them and then eaten. 
Abaye said to Rav Yosef: That works out well for the entire time 
period when they may be sacrificed, i.e., until the afternoon daily 
offering is sacrificed. But after that, let them burn the loaves imme- 
diately and not wait until the next day. Rav Yosef replied: What is 
the meaning of the phrase in the baraita that teaches that the loaves 
must be left until their form decays? It means that they must be 
left until the form of their sacrifice has passed, i.e., until after the 
time when the sheep could be sacrificed. 


Rava said that there is a different response to Rabba’s proof: When 
the two loaves of Shavuot are brought by themselves, by Torah law 
they come to be eaten, but due to rabbinic decree they are not 
eaten and are left overnight until they are disqualified. The reason 
for the decree is due to that which Rabba said, i.e., due to the 
concern that the following year sheep will be available and never- 
theless the nation will bring the two loaves without sheep. But the 
proof that by Torah law the loaves may be eaten is not from Rabba’s 
line of reasoning, i.e., from the mishna in Shekalim; rather, it is 
from a verse. 


And Rava said by way of explanation: From where do I state this 
halakha? From the fact that it is written with regard to the two 
loaves: “You shall bring out of your dwellings two loaves of wav- 
ing of two tenth parts of an ephah; they shall be of fine flour, they 
shall be baked with leaven, for first fruits to the Lord” (Leviticus 
23:17). Just as first fruits? are brought by themselves, without an 
accompanying animal offering, so too the two loaves are brought 
by themselves when there are no sheep available. And learn from 
this comparison to first fruits that just as first fruits are brought to 
be eaten, so too the two loaves are also brought to be eaten, even 
in the absence of the sheep brought as peace offerings. 


BACKGROUND 


First fruits - w23: The obligation to bring first fruits to the 
Temple is stated in the Torah (see Deuteronomy 26:1-11) and is 
discussed in great detail in tractate Bikkurim and in the Jerusalem 
Talmud. This mitzva involves the bringing of a small amount of 
first fruits, one-sixtieth of the harvest, separated before teruma is 
separated from the crop. The first fruits must be brought from the 


seven types of fruit for which Eretz Yisrael is praised: Wheat, barley, 


grapes, figs, pomegranates, olives, and dates; these are brought 
to the Temple in Jerusalem. A festive ceremony accompanied the 
procession of the first fruits to the city. The owner of the fruit would 
bring his basket up to the altar, where he would wave it and recite 
prayers of praise and thanksgiving, whose texts appear in the Torah. 
At this stage of the ritual, the status of the first fruits becomes like 
that of teruma, and they belong to the priest. 


HALAKHA 


HaMukdashin 19:5). 
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One may not burn consecrated items on a Festival — 
sip oa Dw IP pati px: The burning of disqualified 
offerings, notar, and piggul is not performed on Shab- 
bat or a Festival (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 


293 
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The two sheep of Shavuot consecrate the two 
loaves that accompany them only by means of 
their slaughter - xY% onda ny PUTRA py my was 
monwa: The two sheep of Shavuot consecrate the two 
oaves that accompany them only by means of their 
slaughter. How so? If they were slaughtered or their 
blood was sprinkled with the intent that the sheep are 
actually a different offering, the loaves are not conse- 
crated. If they were slaughtered for their own sake but 
heir blood was sprinkled not for their sake, the loaves 
are partially consecrated. If they were slaughtered not 
or their sake, even if the blood was sprinkled for their 
sake, the loaves are not consecrated. This is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. His 
opinion is accepted due to the principle that the hala- 
kha is in accordance with Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi when 
he disagrees with a single colleague. In addition, Rav 
Sheshet establishes that his opinion is in agreement 
with those of Rabbi Akiva and Rabbi Eliezer (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 17:18). 
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§ The Gemara cites further discussion of the two sheep and the two 
loaves of Shavuot: The Sages taught in a baraita: The two sheep of 
Shavuot consecrate the two loaves that accompany them only by 
means of their slaughter." 


How so? If one slaughtered the sheep for their own sake, as the 

peace offerings that are supposed to be sacrificed on Shavuot, and 

then the priest sprinkled their blood on the altar for their own sake, 
then the loaves are consecrated." But if one slaughtered them not 

for their own sake, and the priest sprinkled their blood not for 

their own sake," the loaves are not consecrated. If one slaughtered 

them for their own sake and he sprinkled their blood not for their 

own sake, the loaves are partially consecrated, but they are not fully 

consecrated. This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Rabbi 

Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, says: The loaves are never conse- 
crated at all until one slaughters the offerings for their own sake 

and sprinkles their blood for their own sake. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reasoning of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, 
who holds that the slaughtering of the sheep partially consecrates 
the loaves even without the sprinkling of the blood? 


The Gemara answers: It is based on the fact that it is written concern- 
ing the ram brought by the nazirite when he completes his nazirite- 
ship: “And he shall offer the ram for a sacrifice [zevah] of peace 
offerings to the Lord, with the basket of unleavened bread” (Num- 
bers 6:17). Since the verse uses the word zevah, which also means 
slaughter, and the verse then makes reference to the loaves, that is 
to say that it is specifically the slaughter that consecrates the loaves 
that accompany the offering. Similarly, the slaughter of the sheep 
brought as peace offerings on Shavuot consecrates the accompanying 
two loaves, as the halakha of the loaves of Shavuot is derived from 
that of the loaves of the nazirite. 


The Gemara asks: And what is the reasoning of Rabbi Elazar, son of 
Rabbi Shimon, who holds that the slaughtering and sprinkling of 
the blood together consecrate the loaves? The Gemara answers: He 
derives it from the term: “He shall offer,’ which he understands to 
mean that the loaves are not consecrated until the priest performs 
all of the actions included in the sacrificial rites of that offering, 
including the sprinkling of the blood. 


The Gemara asks: And according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi also, isn’t 
it written: “He shall offer,’ which indicates that the loaves are con- 
secrated only once the blood has been sprinkled on the altar? The 

Gemara answers: If it were written: A sacrifice [zevah] he shall offer, 
it would be as you are saying that he should slaughter it and then 

perform a further action, i.e., sprinkling the blood, in order to con- 
secrate the loaves. Now that it is written: “He shall offer the ram for 
a sacrifice [zevah],” it should be understood as: By what means 

should he offer the ram in order to consecrate the loaves? By means 

of slaughtering [zeviha]. 


The loaves are consecrated — onda wtp: The loaves are actually 
consecrated even before the slaughter of the peace offerings and 
therefore may not be used for mundane purposes. The Gemara 
here means to say that the loaves are elevated from being the 
property of the Temple treasury and are now endowed with inher- 
ent sanctity as an offering. Consequently, after the blood of the 
sheep is sprinkled on the altar, the loaves may be eaten. 


If one slaughtered them not for their own sake and the priest 
sprinkled their blood not for their own sake — row Kow jonw 


NOTES 
raw sow papm: The early commentaries point out that whether 
or not the blood was sprinkled with the right intent is irrelevant; 
once the animal is slaughtered with the wrong intent, the loaves 
are disqualified. The baraita mentions the priest's intent during 
the sprinkling of the blood only because the sprinkling of the 
blood is important in the previous case and in the following 
case of the baraita, and therefore the baraita mentions it here 
(Tosafot on Pesahim 13b). This is in accordance with the Gemara 
in Yevamot (104b) and the Rambam (Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 17:18). 
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The Gemara asks: And according to Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi 
Shimon, isn’t it written: “A sacrifice [zevah],’ indicating that 
slaughtering alone consecrates the loaves? The Gemara answers: 
He requires that expression for that which Rabbi Yohanan says, 
as Rabbi Yohanan says that everyone, including Rabbi Elazar, son 
of Rabbi Shimon, concedes that the loaves must be in existence 


at the time of the slaughter. 


§ The Gemara asks: What is meant by Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s 
statement in the baraita that if one slaughtered the sheep for their 
own sake and sprinkled their blood not for their own sake, then 
the loaves are partially consecrated, but they are not fully conse- 
crated? Abaye says: The loaves are consecrated by means of the 
slaughtering, but their consecration is not complete. Rava says: 
The loaves are fully consecrated by means of the slaughtering, but 
they are not thereby permitted to be eaten. 


The Gemara asks: What is the practical difference between them? 
Everyone concedes that the loaves may not be eaten as a result of 
this slaughtering. The Gemara answers: The practical difference 

between them is the ability to transfer sanctity to their redemp- 
tion money. According to Abaye," who holds that the loaves are 

not completely consecrated, they do not transfer sanctity to 

their redemption money if one tries to redeem them for money. 
According to Rava, who holds that the loaves are completely 
consecrated, they transfer sanctity to their redemption money. 


The Gemara asks: Granted, according to Rava, who holds that 
according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi the loaves are completely 
sanctified, that is the difference between the opinions of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi and Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon. But 
according to Abaye, what difference is there between the opin- 
ions of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi 
Shimon? 


The Gemara answers: The practical difference between them is 
with regard to whether the loaves are rendered unfit by means of 
leaving the Temple courtyard after the slaughtering of the offering. 
According to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, the loaves are rendered unfit 
if they leave the courtyard. According to Rabbi Elazar, son of 
Rabbi Shimon, who holds that the loaves are not consecrated, they 
are not rendered unfit if they leave the courtyard. 


§} The Gemara continues the discussion of the dispute between 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, 
concerning the consecration of the two loaves by means of the 
slaughter and sprinkling of the blood of the sheep of Shavuot. 
Rabbi Shmuel bar Rav Yitzhak raised a dilemma before Rabbi 
Hiyya bar Abba: In the case of a communal peace offering of two 
sheep that accompany the two loaves on Shavuot that one slaugh- 
tered for their sake but the priest sprinkled their blood not for 
their sake, concerning those accompanying loaves, what is the 
halakha with regard to eating them? 


NOTES 


According to Abaye — wad: Other versions of the Gemara the money does become sanctified, it can be used for other com- 
text state that according to Abaye it does transfer sanctity to munal offerings. According to Rava, since the loaves have been 
its redemption money and according to Rava it does not. Rashi fully sanctified, their sanctity is transferred to the money of their 
had both versions of the text and initially offered the following redemption. Rashi rejected this interpretation as being an outright 
interpretation of the standard version: According to Abaye, since error, as according to Rava, since the loaves have been fully sancti- 
the loaves have not been fully sanctified, their sanctity is not trans- fied they possess inherent sanctity and cannot be redeemed. Rashi 
ferred to the money of their redemption, meaning that although therefore prefers the other version of the text. 
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The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion was this 
dilemma raised? If it was raised in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, doesn’t he say that it is the 
sprinkling of the blood that consecrates the loaves? Consequently, 
if the blood was not properly sprinkled, it is clear that the loves are 
unfit and may not be eaten. And if it was raised in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, both according to the opinion 
of Abaye and according to that of Rava, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds 
that the loaves are consecrated but are not permitted to be eaten. 


The Gemara responds: Rather, one must say that the question was 
asked in accordance with the opinion of this following tanna. As 
the father of Rabbi Yirmeya bar Abba" teaches in a baraita: Ina case 
where the two loaves left the Temple courtyard between the slaugh- 
tering of the offering and the sprinkling of its blood, and then the 
priest sprinkled the blood of the sheep with the intent that their 
meat would be eaten beyond their designated time, the sheep are 
rendered piggul. With regard to the loaves, Rabbi Eliezer says: The 
loaves do not become prohibited due to the prohibition of piggul.® 
Rabbi Akiva says: The loaves do become prohibited due to the 
prohibition of piggul." 


Rav Sheshet said: These tanna’im, Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Akiva, 
both hold in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi," 
who said: The slaughtering consecrates the loaves by itself. Conse- 
quently, if the loaves are taken out of the Temple courtyard after the 
sheep are slaughtered, the loaves become disqualified. 


But they disagree as to the following: Rabbi Eliezer conforms to his 
line of reasoning, as Rabbi Eliezer says that sprinkling the blood is 
not effective with regard to offerings that left the Temple courtyard. 
Since the loaves left the courtyard before the sprinkling of the blood, 
the intent of the priest while sprinkling the blood that the offering be 
eaten outside of its designated time does not render the loaves piggul. 
And Rabbi Akiva conforms to his line of reasoning, as Rabbi Akiva 
says that sprinkling the blood is effective with regard to offerings 
that left the Temple courtyard. Therefore, the intent of the priest 
while sprinkling the blood that the offering be eaten outside of its 
designated time renders the loaves piggul, even though they left the 
courtyard. 


NOTES 


The father of Rabbi Yirmeya bar Abba — tats 33 TIP ATT MIX: 
This refers to Rabbi Abba. He is referred to in this roundabout way 
because his son was better known than he was (see Rashi on Hullin 
38a). Alternatively, he is referred to in this way in order to distinguish 
him from another Sage of the same name. 


Both hold in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi — amd PID 2 "KIN IT: According to the understanding 
of Rav Sheshet, it follows that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds that in a 


Piggul — Diva: The halakha of piggul is based on the verse: “And if 
any of the flesh of the sacrifice of his peace offerings be at all eaten 
on the third day, it shall not be accepted, neither shall it be imputed 
to him that offers it; it shall be piggul” (Leviticus 7:18). The Rabbis 
interpreted the verse as referring to one who had the intent during 


The loaves do become prohibited due to the prohibition of 
piggul - Diva own oga w»: If the two loaves were brought out of 
the Temple courtyard between the slaughter of the two sheep and 
the sprinkling of their blood, and then the priest sprinkled the blood 


with the intent that the offering be eaten beyond its designated time, 
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BACKGROUND 


HALAKHA 


case where the sheep were slaughtered for their own sake and their 
blood was sprinkled not for its sake, the loaves are permitted to be 
eaten. Rav Sheshet understands Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s opinion to be 
that the loaves are fully consecrated once the sheep are slaughtered, 
but if the blood is sprinkled with the wrong intent, the consecration 
was not performed in the optimum manner. This is different from the 
interpretations of Abaye and Rava, who hold that according to Rabbi 


Yehuda HaNasi the loaves may not be eaten (Sefat Emet). 


the performance of the sacrificial rites in the Temple to eat from the 
offering after its appointed time. That disqualifies the offering, and 
one who eats it is liable to receive karet. Some rabbis hold that it is 
piggul only when one expresses that intent aloud. 


the loaves are rendered piggul even though they are outside of the 
courtyard. This is due to the fact that piggul is effective with regard 
to that which was brought outside of the Temple courtyard, even if 
it is still outside. This is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 17:19). 
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As we learned in a mishna (Me'ila 6b): In the case of sacrificial por- 
tions of offerings of lesser sanctity” that left the Temple courtyard 
before the sprinkling of the blood, Rabbi Eliezer says: The sprin- 
kling of the blood is completely ineffective with regard to these por- 
tions, and therefore one is not liable for misusing them. And if one 
eats them, he is not liable due to the prohibitions of piggul, notar,’ 
or of partaking of sacrificial meat while one is ritually impure. 


Rabbi Akiva says: The sprinkling is effective and therefore, one is 
liable for misusing them. And if one eats them he is liable due to the 
prohibitions of piggul, notar, or of partaking of sacrificial meat while 
one is ritually impure. 


The Gemara now concludes the dilemma that Rabbi Shmuel bar Rav 
Yitzhak raised before Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba: According to the opinion 
of Rabbi Akiva, what is the halakha with regard to eating the loaves 
when the sheep were slaughtered for their own sake, but their blood 
was sprinkled not for their sake? 


The Gemara clarifies the two sides of the dilemma: Should one say that 
from the fact that sprinkling the blood of the sheep in a manner that 
renders it piggul" renders the loaves piggul, like the meat of the offer- 
ing, despite the fact that the loaves were disqualified by leaving the 
courtyard of the Temple, it can be derived that sprinkling the blood 
not for its own sake also permits the loaves to be eaten, just as it 
permits the meat of the sheep to be eaten? Or perhaps it is only to be 
stringent that we say that sprinkling the blood is effective with regard 
to loaves that have left the Temple courtyard, but we do not say this 
in order to be lenient, e.g., to render the loaves permitted to be eaten. 


Rav Pappa objects to this understanding of the dispute between 
Rabbi Akiva and Rabbi Eliezer. From where do we know that they 
disagree in a case where the loaves are outside the courtyard at the 
time of the sprinkling? 


Perhaps in a case where the loaves are still outside the courtyard 
everyone agrees that sprinkling the blood is not effective with 
regard to offerings that left the Temple courtyard, and they disagree 
in a case where the loaves left the courtyard and one then brought 
them back into the courtyard before the sprinkling. As Rabbi Eliezer 
holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who 
said: The slaughter of the sheep consecrates the loaves, and therefore 
the loaves became disqualified by leaving the courtyard after the 
sheep were slaughtered. Consequently, even if they were brought back 
into the courtyard before the sprinkling of the blood they cannot 
become piggul because they have already been disqualified for a 
different reason. 


And Rabbi Akiva holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, who said: The slaughter of the sheep 
does not consecrate the loaves at all before the sprinkling of the 
blood. Since the loaves were not yet consecrated, they do not become 
disqualified by leaving the Temple courtyard." 


BACKGROUND 


Offerings of lesser sanctity - obp DTi: In this category are the 
various types of individual peace offerings, the thanksgiving offering, 


the nazirite’s ram, the male firstborn of a kosher animal, 
tithes, and the Paschal offering. These offerings may be s 
anywhere in the Temple courtyard. With the exception of 
giving offering, the nazirite’s ram, and the Paschal offering, ti 
eaten during a period of two days and the intervening nig 


he animal 
aughtered 
the thanks- 
hey may be 
ht from the 


time they were sacrificed. They may be eaten by the people bringing 
the offering and any ritually pure, circumcised individual whom they 


invite, except for the firstborn offering, which may be ea 


en only by 


the priests and their wives, children, and slaves. There is no need to 
consume them within the Temple, but they must be eaten within 
the walls of Jerusalem. The prohibition against misuse of consecrated 
property applies only to those portions of offerings consumed on the 
altar and only after the blood has been sprinkled on the altar. 


Notar — a3: This refers to parts of an offering left over after the time 
when itis permitted to be eaten. One who eats notaris liable to receive 
karet. The Sages decreed that the leftover portion be considered ritu- 
ally impure so that the priests would be prompt and meticulous in 
its removal. 
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HALAKHA 


Sacrificial portions of offerings of lesser 
sanctity, etc. — 13) Dyp DETR WIN: In a 
case of sacrificial portions of offerings of lesser 
sanctity that were removed from the Temple 
courtyard before the offering's blood was 
sprinkled, and the blood was sprinkled while 
they were still outside of the courtyard, the 
offering is not disqualified. If the portions are 
brought back in, the Rambam holds that they 
are burned on the altar. The Ra’avad holds that 
they are not burned on the altar. Even if these 
portions remain outside the courtyard, the 
prohibitions of piggul, notar, and of partaking 
of sacrificial meat while one is ritually impure 
apply to them. This is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Akiva, as interpreted by Rav 
Pappa (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 1:33, and see Kesef Mishne and 
Lehem Mishne there). 


Sprinkling the blood in a manner that ren- 
ders it piggul - baa npn: If an offering of 
lesser sanctity was rendered piggul, its sacrifi- 
cial portions are not subject to the prohibition 
against misuse of consecrated property even 
though the blood was sprinkled. This is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rav Giddel in 
the name of Rav (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Me'ila 3:3). 


NOTES 


They do not become disqualified by leav- 
ing the Temple courtyard - xy" boan xd: 

Consequently, if they are brought back into 

the courtyard and the priest sprinkles the 
blood of the sheep with the intent that the 
offering will be consumed beyond the proper 
time, even the loaves become piggul. Never- 
theless, even Rabbi Akiva would agree that 
an improper sprinkling is not effective with 
regard to the loaves, e.g., if the blood of the 
sheep is sprinkled while the loaves are out- 
side the courtyard they do not become piggul. 
Similarly, if the blood is sprinkled for the sake 
of a different offering, although the meat of 
the sheep is permitted to be eaten, the loaves 
are not permitted to be eaten. 
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NOTES 


Wasn't that which Rav Giddel says that Rav says 
conclusively refuted — a1 12% S33 277 anim wd: 
This Gemara here does not explain the basis for his opinion 
being rejected. The Gemara in Meiila (3b) adds that Rav 
Pappa asked Abaye concerning this halakha based on the 
mishna (Menahot 78b) that states that if one slaughters 
he thanks offering with the intent to eat the meat or to 
sacrifice its portions outside of its designated time or place, 
he loaves are nevertheless consecrated to the extent 
hat they are subject to the prohibition against misuse. 
Since the thanks offering is an offering of lesser sanctity, 
his contradicts Rav's assertion that sprinkling with the 
ntent of piggul does not subject such offerings to the 
prohibition against misuse. The Gemara there records 
hat Abaye was unable to defend Rav’s statement against 
his question. 


HALAKHA 


And the loaves were then lost - onda ‘Taxi: In a case 
where the two sheep of Shavuot were slaughtered for 
their own sake and then the accompanying loaves were 
lost, if the blood was sprinkled for its own sake, the sheep 
are disqualified. If the blood was sprinkled with the intent 
to eat the meat after the designated time, then there is 
an uncertainty as to whether or not the meat has been 
rendered permitted to be eaten (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 17:20, and see Mahari Kurkus 
and Kesef Mishne there). 


Paschal offering before midday — nixn otip nbs: If the 
Paschal offering was slaughtered for the sake of a differ- 
ent offering or as a non-sacred animal, it is disqualified. 
This is the halakha only when it was slaughtered on the 
fourteenth of Nisan, even if it was slaughtered in the 
morning, before the Paschal offering is allowed to be 
slaughtered. If it was slaughtered on a different day as a 
different offering, it is valid. This is in accordance with the 
mishna on Zevahim 2a and the opinion of ben Beteira 
cited on Zevahim 11b (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 15:11). 
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The Gemara asks: What is this interpretation of the dispute 
between Rabbi Akiva and Rabbi Eliezer? It does not fit what 
they say. Granted, if you say that Rabbi Akiva holds in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who said: The 
slaughter of the sheep consecrates the loaves, that is what 
Rabbi Akiva means when he says that the loaves are conse- 
crated by the slaughter of the sheep and then the sprinkling 
that was done with the intent to consume the offering after its 
appointed time comes and renders the loaves piggul. 


But if you say that Rabbi Akiva holds in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, who said: The 
slaughter of the sheep does not consecrate the loaves without 
the sprinkling of the blood, does sprinkling with an intent that 
renders the sheep piggul actually consecrate the loaves? 


But doesn’t Rav Giddel say that Rav says: Sprinkling with an 
intent that renders an offering piggul does not cause items to 
become subject to the prohibition against misuse of consecrated 
property, and it does not remove items from being subject to 
the prohibition against misuse of consecrated property? 


Rav explains: The halakha that it does not cause items to 
become subject to the prohibition against misuse of consecrated 
property applies with regard to sacrificial portions of offerings 
of lesser sanctity. The prohibition against misusing consecrated 
property applies to: “The sacred items of the Lord” (Leviticus 
5:15). Consequently, it does not apply to offerings of lesser sanc- 
tity, as the meat is the property of those who brought the offer- 
ing, and the sacrificial portions are disqualified by the sprinkling 
performed with improper intent. 


And the halakha that it does not remove items from being 
subject to the prohibition against misuse of consecrated prop- 
erty applies with regard to meat of offerings of the most sacred 
order, such as a sin offering, a guilt offering, or a communal 
peace offering. Since the sprinkling of the blood was not valid, 
the meat, which would have become permitted for the priests 
to eat, retains the status of “the sacred items of the Lord,” and 
the prohibition against misuse of consecrated property still 
applies. 


The Gemara rejects this explanation: Wasn't that which Rav 
Giddel says that Rav says conclusively refuted?" Consequently, 
one cannot ask a question based on this statement. 


Q The Gemara cites another dilemma concerning the sheep and 
loaves of Shavuot. Rabbi Yirmeya raised a dilemma before 
Rabbi Zeira: In a case of the two sheep of Shavuot that one 
slaughtered for their own sake, thereby establishing a bond 
between the sheep and the loaves, and the loaves were then 
lost," ifthe blood of the sheep would be sprinkled for their sake, 
the meat would not be permitted to be eaten because the loaves 
were lost. That said, what is the halakha with regard to whether 
the priest may sprinkle their blood not for their own sake but 
rather for the sake of a peace offering in order to permit the meat 
of the sheep to be eaten? 


Rabbi Zeira said to Rabbi Yirmeya: Do you have anything that 
is not fit if the sacrificial rites are performed for its own sake, 
and yet it is fit if the sacrificial rites are performed not for its 
own sake? This is certainly not a logical option. Rabbi Yirmeya 
responded: And is there no precedent for this? But there is the 
Paschal offering before midday" on the fourteenth of Nisan, 
which is not fit ifit is slaughtered for its own sake, as it is before 
the proper time for the Paschal offering, and yet it is fit if it is 
slaughtered not for its own sake but rather for the sake of a 
peace offering. 
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Rabbi Zeira replied: This is what I was saying: Do you have any- 
thing that was fit to be sacrificed for its own sake, like these sheep 
of Shavuot that were slaughtered before the loaves were lost, and 
was then rejected from being sacrificed for its own sake, like these 
sheep when the loaves were lost, and is not fit if it is sacrificed for 
its own sake, and yet it is fit if it is sacrificed not for its own sake? 


Rabbi Yirmeya responded: And is there no precedent for this? But 
there is the Paschal offering, which was fit to be sacrificed for its 
own sake during its designated time, and after its designated time, 
during the rest of the days of the year before midday," it is not fit 
to be sacrificed as a Paschal offering but it is fit to be sacrificed as a 
peace offering. 


Rabbi Zeira replied: This is what I was saying: Do you have any- 
thing that was fit to be sacrificed for its own sake, like the two 
sheep of Shavuot that were slaughtered before the loaves were lost, 
and it was slaughtered for its own sake, and was then rejected 
from being sacrificed for its own sake, like the two sheep when the 
loaves were lost, and it is not fit if it is sacrificed for its own sake, 
and yet it is fit ifit is sacrificed not for its own sake? 


Rabbi Yirmeya responded: And is there no precedent for this? But 
there is the thanks offering, as the Gemara (46a) states that if the 
thanks offering was slaughtered and then its accompanying loaves 
broke into pieces and thereby became disqualified, the blood should 
be sprinkled for the sake of a peace offering rather than a thanks 
offering, and then the meat may be eaten. Yet, if the blood was 
sprinkled for the sake of a thanks offering, the meat would not be 
permitted to be eaten. 


Rabbi Zeira answered: The thanks offering is different, as the 
Merciful One called it a peace offering (see Leviticus 7:13). Just as 
a peace offering is sacrificed without loaves, so too a thanks offering 
may sometimes be sacrificed without loaves. Therefore, the loss of 
the loaves does not render the thanks offering disqualified, and this 
case is not comparable to the case of the two sheep and two loaves 
of Shavuot. 


Q The Gemara cites another discussion concerning the sheep and 
loaves of Shavuot. The Sages taught in a baraita: If one slaughtered 
the two sheep as required but they were accompanied by four 
loaves" rather than the requisite two loaves, he draws two of the 
loaves from the four and waves them together with the sheep, 


and the rest of the loaves are permitted to be eaten through 
redemption. The Sages said the following before Rav Hisda: This 
baraita is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi," who holds that the slaughter of the sheep grants the loaves 
inherent sanctity, and in this case two of the loaves have inherent 
sanctity but it is not known which ones. 


As, if the baraita is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi, since he says that the slaughter of the sheep consecrates 
the loaves with inherent sanctity, when the baraita states that he 
redeems the loaves, where does he redeem them? 


NOTES 


During the rest of the days of the year before 
midday - nisn otip mwI Nin Kwa: The 
standard version of the text includes the words: 
Before midday, at the end of this sentence. It is 
not clear what this clause would mean in context, 
as there is no difference whether one sacrifices 
the animal before or after midday. 


HALAKHA 


If one slaughtered the two sheep but they 
were accompanied by four loaves — yw pnw 
nbn PEI by wwa: In a case where one slaugh- 
ered the two sheep but they were accompanied 
by four loaves, if he stipulated that two of them 
should be consecrated, he should wave two of 
he loaves together with the offering. He should 
hen redeem the other two in the Temple court- 
yard, after which they may be brought out of 
he Temple courtyard and eaten as non-sacred 
food. If he did not stipulate that only two of them 
should be consecrated, then none of the loaves 
are consecrated. This is in accordance with the 
baraita and the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 8:12). 


NOTES 


This baraita is not in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi - +373 xh xI: 
Rashi explains that the baraita is understood 
according to the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son of 
Rabbi Shimon, who holds that slaughtering the 
sheep does not invest the loaves with inherent 
sanctity. Consequently, two of the loaves can 
be waved with the sheep before the blood of 
the sheep is sprinkled, and the other two can 
be taken outside the Temple courtyard and 
redeemed there. 
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NOTES 


And one redeems the loaves inside — »x113 and pwr: 
After the loaves are redeemed they are eaten inside the 
courtyard, as it is not known which loaves have inherent 
sanctity and which have been redeemed. 


This baraita is certainly in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Elazar son of Rabbi Shimon — »a1 x71 N7 
wya aa whe: This seems to indicate that whereas 
this baraita is certainly i in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, the previous baraita can 
be understood in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi. Rashi holds that the first baraita is also in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi 
Shimon. By contrast, the Rambam rules in accordance with 
the first baraita and also rules that the redemption must 
be performed inside the courtyard. This indicates that he 
holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi and accepts the reasoning that there is no pro- 
hibition against redeeming items and thereby rendering 
them non-sacred in the Temple courtyard (Mahari Kurkus; 
Hok Natan). 


HALAKHA 


A thanks offering that one slaughtered accompanied by 
eighty loaves — nbn osin by menww min: Ifa thanks 
offering was slaughtered with eighty loaves, not even 
forty of them become consecrated. This is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 12:15). 


Let forty of the eighty loaves be consecrated — wap 
Diw Jin ova: Ifa thanks offering was slaughtered 
with eighty loaves, and the owner of the offering had stipu- 
lated that forty of the eighty loaves should be consecrated, 
he selects forty out of the eighty loaves. These loaves must 
comprise four different types of loaves, and one of each 
type is set aside for the priests. The forty loaves that were 
not selected are redeemed and rendered non-sacred. This 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan as 
interpreted by Rabbi Zeira. The Kesef Mishne discusses why 
the Rambam did not decide the halakha in accordance 
with Hizkiyya, who was Rabbi Yohanan's teacher (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 12:15). 


If one slaughtered four sheep for Shavuot accompanied 
by two loaves — nibn nw by owas myst vnw: If one 
slaughtered four sheep accompanied by the two loaves, he 
selects two of them and sprinkles the blood of those sheep 
not for their own sake, and waves the remaining two sheep 
together with the two loaves. This is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Hanina Tirata (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 8:13). 
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The process of redemption would be to place all four loaves in 
front of him and state that whichever two of the loaves do not 
have inherent sanctity are redeemed for money. If he redeems 
them outside of the Temple courtyard, since it is written: “And 
the priest shall wave them with the bread of the first fruits for a 
wave offering before the Lord, with the two lambs” (Leviticus 
23:20), he disqualifies the two loaves that possess inherent sanc- 
tity by causing them to leave the courtyard, at which point they 
are no longer “before the Lord.” Conversely, if he redeems them 
inside the courtyard, once the two loaves that do not possess 
inherent sanctity are redeemed, he violates the prohibition 
against bringing non-sacred items into the Temple courtyard. 


Rav Hisda said to them: Actually the baraita is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, and one redeems the 
loaves inside" the courtyard. Nevertheless, it is not considered 
to be a violation of the prohibition against bringing non-sacred 
items into the courtyard because the non-sacred loaves came 
into the courtyard by themselves, i.e., they were already there 
when they became non-sacred and were not actively brought into 
the courtyard in their non-sacred state. 


Ravina said to Rav Ashi: But isn’t it taught in a baraita with 
regard to this very case: When he redeems the loaves, he may 
redeem them only outside of the courtyard? This contradicts 
Rav Hisda’s claim that according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi one 
redeems the loaves inside the courtyard. 


Rav Ashi answered: This baraita is certainly in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon," because if 
it were in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, 
when he brings the loaves outside the courtyard he thereby 
disqualifies them by causing them to leave the courtyard. 


§ Rav Aha, son of Rava, said to Rav Ashi: Let us say that the 

baraita, which states that if the sheep of Shavuot are slaughtered 

with four loaves instead of two, two of the four are invested with 

inherent sanctity, is a conclusive refutation of the opinion 

of Rabbi Yohanan that was stated with regard to a thanks offer- 
ing that one slaughtered accompanied by eighty loaves" rather 
than the required forty. In that case, Hizkiyya says: Forty of the 

eighty loaves are consecrated, and Rabbi Yohanan says: Not 

even forty of the eighty loaves are consecrated. 


The Gemara answers: Wasn't it stated with regard to this dispute 
that Rabbi Zeira says: Everyone, even Rabbi Yohanan, con- 
cedes that in a case where the individual bringing the offering 
said: Let forty of the eighty loaves be consecrated," that forty 
are consecrated? Here too, one can say that the baraita is refer- 
ring to a case where one said: Let two of the four loaves be 
consecrated. 


§ The Gemara cites another discussion concerning the sheep 
and loaves of Shavuot. Rabbi Hanina Tirata taught a baraita 
before Rabbi Yohanan: If one slaughtered four sheep for Sha- 
vuot, rather than the required two, accompanied by two loaves," 
he draws two of the sheep out of the four and sprinkles their 
blood not for the sake of the sheep of Shavuot. He then 
sprinkles the blood of the other sheep for the sake of the sheep 
of Shavuot. 


As, if you do not say to do this, but rather require him to first 
sprinkle the blood of two of the sheep for their own sake, then 
you have caused the loss of the latter two sheep. Since they were 
previously fit to have their blood sprinkled on the altar for the 
sake of the sheep of Shavuot, and were disqualified from this 
status when the blood of the other two sheep was sprinkled for 
that purpose, they are no longer fit to have their blood sprinkled 
even for the sake of a different offering. 
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Rabbi Yohanan said to Rabbi Hanina Tirata: And does the court 
say to a person: Arise and sin in order that you may gain? Is it 
proper for the priest to sprinkle the blood of the first pair not for 
their own sake so that the second pair will remain fit? 


But didn’t we learn in a mishna (Zevahim 77a) that tanna’im dis- 
agree concerning this matter? The mishna teaches: In the case of 
the limbs ofa sin offering, whose flesh is eaten by priests and may 
not be burned on the altar, that were intermingled with the limbs 
of a burnt offering," which are burned on the altar, Rabbi Eliezer 
says: The priest shall place all the limbs above, on the altar, and I 
view the flesh of the limbs of the sin offering above on the altar as 
though they are pieces of wood burned on the altar, not an offering. 
And the Rabbis say: One should wait until the form of all the 
intermingled limbs decays and they will all go out to the place of 
burning in the Temple courtyard, where all disqualified offerings 
of the most sacred order are burned. 


Rabbi Yohanan continued: According to your opinion, why do 
the Rabbis say that the mixture is burned? Let the court say to the 
priest instead: Arise and sin by burning all the limbs on the al 
tar, including the limbs of the sin offering, in order that you may 
gain by performing the mitzva of sacrificing the limbs of the burnt 
offering. 


Rabbi Hanina Tirata answered Rabbi Yohanan: We do say: Arise 
and sin with a sin offering in order that you may gain with regard 
to a sin offering, since it is the same type of offering. Similarly, one 
may sin with regard to the sheep of Shavuot in order to gain with 
regard to the other sheep brought for the same offering. We do not 
say: Arise and sin with a sin offering in order that you may gain 
with regard to a burnt offering. Therefore, the Rabbis prohibit 
burning the limbs of the sin offering on the altar in order to allow 
for the burning of the limbs of the burnt offering. 


Rabbi Yohanan asked Rabbi Hanina Tirata: And does the court 
actually say: Arise and sin in order that you may gain in a case where 
the sin and the gain are with regard to one matter? But isn’t it 
taught in a baraita concerning a case of the two sheep of Shavuot 
where one slaughtered them not for their own sake," or where he 
slaughtered them either before their time, i.e., before Shavuot, or 
after their time, that the blood shall be sprinkled, although it shall 
be sprinkled for the sake of a peace offering, and the meat shall be 
eaten. 


Rabbi Yohanan continued: And if the Festival was on Shabbat, one 
may not sprinkle the blood, the sacrificial portions may not be 
burned on the altar, and the meat may not be eaten. This is because 
the improper slaughter of the sheep disqualified them as communal 
offerings, whereas individual offerings may not be sacrificed on 
Shabbat. But if the priest nevertheless sprinkled the blood of these 
sheep on Shabbat, the offering is accepted in that it is permitted to 
burn its sacrificial portions on the altar in the evening, after the 
conclusion of Shabbat, and then the meat may be eaten. 


HALAKHA 


Limbs of a sin offering that were intermingled with the limbs of 
a burnt offering - aby aK A wHaw nyn AK: If the limbs of 
a sin offering were intermingled with the limbs of a burnt offering, 
the intermingled limbs should all be left overnight, and then they 
are burned in the place in the Temple courtyard designated for 
burning disqualified sacrificial offerings. This is in accordance with 
the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 6:20). 


The two sheep of Shavuot where one slaughtered them not 
for their own sake - mwy xow jonww nyy was: If the sheep 
of Shavuot were slaughtered not for their own sake, or not at the 
appropriate time, the blood is sprinkled and the meat is eaten, but 
the community has not fulfilled its obligation. If this occurred on 
Shabbat, they may not sprinkle the blood. If they did so, the offering 
is accepted in that its sacrificial parts may be burned on the altar after 
Shabbat, and its meat may be eaten (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 15:19). 
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BACKGROUND 


The upper section of a winepress — miya mix: In the 
talmudic era winepresses were typically carved into 
a rock into which grapes were placed and trampled 
on. Between the upper press, where the grapes were 
pressed, and the lower press, where the wine was col- 
lected, there was a small pipe through which the liquid 
flowed. 


Upper and lower presses 


Quarter-log — m37: This is a unit of liquid volume 
that serves as the standard unit of measurement for 
certain purposes. For example, a quarter-/og is the 
minimum amount of wine over which kiddush may be 
recited, the amount of wine that a nazirite is flogged 
for drinking, and the minimum amount of certain foods 
for whose transfer from one domain to another one is 
liable on Shabbat. In addition, a quarter-log of blood 
from a corpse imparts ritual impurity. In contemporary 
terms, the exact volume of a quarter-log is subject to 
dispute among authorities, with opinions ranging from 
60 to 120 CC. 
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Rabbi Yohanan concluded his proof: But according to your opin- 
ion, why is it not permitted to sprinkle the blood on Shabbat? Let 
the court say: Arise and sin by sprinkling the blood of these 
offerings in order that you may gain by being able to burn their 
sacrificial portions in the evening and then eat their meat. 


Rabbi Hanina Tirata answered: We do say: Arise and sin on 
Shabbat in order that you may gain on Shabbat. We do not say: 
Arise and sin on Shabbat in order that you may gain on a 
weekday. 


The Gemara asks: And is it so that with regard to two separate 
matters the court does not say that one should sin with regard to 
one in order to gain with regard to other? But didn’t we learn in 
a mishna (Terumot 8:9): In the case of a barrel of wine that is 
teruma that broke in the upper section of a winepress,® and in 
the lower section of the winepress there is non-sacred, impure 
wine, and the wine that is teruma will flow into the lower press 
and become impure, Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua both 
concede that if one is able to rescue even a quarter-log® of the 
wine that is feruma in a pure vessel so that it retains its ritual purity, 
he should rescue it, even if, in the process, the rest of the wine 
that is teruma will mix with the non-sacred wine. This will cause 
the owner a financial loss, because the wine that is teruma will 
become impure, causing the entire mixture to become prohibited 
for consumption. 


But if not, i.e., one cannot save any of the wine that is teruma, e.g., 
if one does not have any pure vessels in which to collect it, Rabbi 
Eliezer says: 


The teruma wine should be allowed to descend and become 

impure on its own, ruining the non-sacred wine in the lower press, 
but one should not render it impure through his direct action 

by catching it in an impure vessel, even though catching it would 

prevent the wine that is teruma from mixing with his impure, non- 
sacred wine. And Rabbi Yehoshua says: Since the wine that is 

teruma will become impure in any event, one may even render it 

impure through his direct action" in order to save his non-sacred 

wine. This indicates that according to Rabbi Yehoshua it is permit- 
ted to sin with regard to one matter, i.e., the wine that is teruma, in 

order to gain with regard to another matter, i.e., the non-sacred 

wine. 


The Gemara responds: It is different there, in the case of the wine, 
because the wine that is teruma is going to become impure" in 
any event. Consequently, his action is not considered a sin, and 
this is not a case of sinning with regard to one matter in order to 
gain in another. 


NOTES 
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Render it impure through his direct action [bayyad] - mayan 
wa: Some early commentaries translate bayyad literally, to 
mean: With his hand. They explain that it is permitted to render 
the teruma impure specifically by touching it with one’s hands 
because one’s hands are impure by rabbinic law but not by Torah 
law. One may not render the teruma impure through contact with 
an impure vessel, which is impure by Torah law (Rambam Sefer 
Zera'im, Hilkhot Terumot 12:4). Others understand it to mean that 
he may render it impure actively and directly, even with impure 
vessels (Rashi). 


It is different there because the wine that is teruma is going to 
become impure - Koy XP mens Oni NW: The commentar- 
ies explain that Rabbi Eliezer disagrees even though the wine that 
is teruma will become impure in any event, despite the fact that he 
allows one to bring the mixture of limbs up to the altar. The reason 
for the distinction is that in the latter case one fulfills the mitzva 
of burning the limbs of the burnt offering on the altar, whereas 
in the case of teruma, although there is a financial loss involved, 
there is no mitzva that one fulfills through rendering the teruma 
impure (Tohorat HaKodesh). 
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§ The Gemara continues its discussion of the sheep of Shavuot. 
When Rav Yitzhak came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia he 
reported traditions that he learned in Eretz Yisrael, and he 
taught a baraita: With regard to a case of the two sheep of 
Shavuot where one slaughtered them not in accordance with 
their mitzva," e.g., he slaughtered them for the sake of a differ- 
ent offering, they are disqualified; and they should be left 
overnight until their form decays" and they attain the status of 
leftover sacrificial meat, and then they are brought out to the 
place designated for burning." 


Rav Nahman said to Rav Yitzhak: The Master, i.e., Rav Yitzhak, 
who compares the sheep of Shavuot to a sin offering because 


aby wm nb vat xan pD an 


NOTES 


The two sheep of Shavuot where one slaughtered them 
not in accordance with their mitzva - jonww nyy was 
pwns Kow: Rashi interprets this phrase to mean that they 
were slaughtered not for their own sake. Rashi also cites an 
additional interpretation in the name of the geonim, which is 
that the sheep are in their second year rather than being in 
their first year. Rashi rejects this interpretation because the dis- 
qualification in such a case is not a function of how they were 
slaughtered, and the formulation should have been: The two 
sheep of Shavuot that one brought not in accordance with 
their mitzva. Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola and Tosafot 
accept the interpretation of the geonim and explain that the 
tanna mentioned the slaughtering rather than stating only 
that they were brought not in accordance with their mitzva 
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they are juxtaposed in a verse (see Leviticus 23:19), teaches: 
The sheep are disqualified, like a sin offering that was slaugh- 
tered not for its own sake. By contrast, the tanna of the school 
of Levi,” who derives the halakha with regard to an obligatory 
peace offering, e.g., the two sheep of Shavuot, from the halakha 
concerning a voluntary peace offering, teaches that the two 
sheep remain valid offerings, just as a voluntary peace offering 
remains valid even if it is slaughtered for the sake of a different 
offering. 


As Levi teaches: And with regard to the other peace offerings 
of a nazirite that one slaughtered not in accordance with 
their mitzva," they are valid offerings like voluntary peace 
offerings, but they do not satisfy the obligation of the owner 
to bring the required nazirite peace offerings. And these offer- 
ings are eaten for only one day and one night," in accordance 
with the halakha concerning the peace offerings of nazirite, 
and not for two days and one night like voluntary peace offer- 
ings. They require neither bread nor the foreleg,’ unlike the 
required peace offering of a nazirite. 


The Gemara raises an objection to the opinion of Rav Yitzhak 
from that which was taught in a baraita: In a case where one is 
obligated to sacrifice as a guilt offering an animal in its first 
year, which the Torah calls a lamb, and instead he brought an 
animal in its second year," which is considered a ram; or if he 
is obligated to sacrifice as a guilt offering an animal in its sec- 
ond year and he brought an animal in its first year; the offer- 
ings are disqualified. They are to be left overnight until their 
form decays, and are brought out to the place designated for 
burning. 


Tanna of the school of Levi - mb 127 xan: Even when the 


BACKGROUND 


tanna’im, experts who memorized massive amounts of mate- 


in order to include ot 
rificed at the wrong ti 
this halakha is actua 
Shavuot were brough 


her cases, e.g., when the offering is sac- 
me. Tosafot also note that in the Tosefta, 
ly formulated as: If the two sheep of 
not in accordance with their mitzva. 


Sages permitted writing the Oral Torah, most of it was not 
recorded until later. In fact, some say that the Mishna itself 
was not written at the time of its redaction. Therefore, many 
rabbinic statements, such as the Josefta and the baraitot, were 
preserved and transmitted orally. Each Sage was expected to 
commit the entire Mishna as well as a significant number of 
other tannaitic statements to memory. Yet, complete mastery 
of all of these sources was the province of amoraic Sages called 


Peace offerings of a nazirite that one slaughtered not in 
accordance with their mitzva — jm Kow jonwy m bw: 

Peace offerings of a nazirite that one slaughtered not for their 
own sake do not satisfy the obligation of their owners, but they 
are eaten for one day and one night. They do not require bread. 
This is in accordance with the opinion of Levi (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 15:20). 


HALAKHA 


rial and were capable of reciting it on demand. Often, the most 
prominent of these tanna'im were affiliated with the specific 
study hall of one of the Sages, where they served as living 
anthologies of this material. One such study hall was that of 
Levi ben Sisi, one of the Sages in Eretz Yisrael in the transitional 
generation between the tanna‘im and the amora‘im. He was 
one of the preeminent disciples of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 


And instead he brought an animal in its second year - wam 
pnw ja: If one is obligated to sacrifice as a guilt offering an 
animal in its first year, and instead he brought one that was in 
its second year, or vice versa, it is disqualified. It should be left 
overnight and then it is brought out to the place of burning 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 4:26). 


And they should be left overnight until their form decays — 
imps TBM: This translation is in accordance with Rashi, who 
explains that when the Gemara states that an offering should 
be left until its form decays, it means that it should be left 
overnight so that it becomes disqualified as leftover sacrificia 
meat, which must be burned. The reason the offering is no 
burned right away is that it would be considered degrading 
o the offering. Once it is left over, since all leftover sacrificia 
meat is burned, it is no longer degrading to burn it. Leaving 
he offering overnight is referred to as letting its form decay 
because the meat starts to decay when it is left overnigh 
Mikdash David). Others understand the phrase literally and 
hold that this means that the offering is left for several days 
until the meat actually spoils and changes form (Rabbeinu 
Hananel on Pesahim 34a and 73b; Rambam’s Commentary on 
he Mishna on tractate Pesahim). 


And then they are brought out to the place designated 
for burning - TDWI mab axy: Rashi notes that there is a 
distinction between two categories of disqualifications: In a 
case where the disqualification pertains to the status of the 
offering itself, e.g., where the offering was rendered piggul or 
impure, the offering is burned immediately. In a case where 
the disqualification is external, e.g., where the offering was 
disqualified because it was slaughtered not for its own sake, 
it must be left overnight before it is burned. 


And these offerings are eaten for only one day and one 
night - ato Di PONN: Although they have the status of 
voluntary peace offerings, they are not eaten for two days 
and one night like other peace offerings. Rather, they are 
eaten for the same amount of time as the meat of a peace 
offering of a nazirite. 


And they require neither bread nor the foreleg — payu px) 
vit x) ond x: Some understand this to mean that there 
is no need for bread or for the waving of the foreleg that is 
generally performed when a nazirite offers his nazirite’s ram 
as a peace offering. Although the ram that was slaughtered 
not for its own sake is still treated according to the stringency 
of a peace offering of a nazirite, in that it may be eaten only 
for one day and one night, the halakhot concerning the bread 
and foreleg do not apply because this offering does not free 
he nazirite from the restrictions of naziriteship (Rashi). Some 
derive this halakha from the verse: “And the priest shall take 
he shoulder. ..and one unleavened cake. ..and one unleav- 
ened wafer, and shall put them upon the hands of the nazirite” 
Numbers 6:19). This teaches that they are brought only when 
he nazirite waves them by hand upon the conclusion of his 
naziriteship (Tosafot on Nazir 24a). Others hold that the bread 
is brought but not waved as it usually is, and the foreleg is 
given to the priest but is not waved (Rosh, citing Rabbeinu 
Yitzhak). Rabbeinu Tam explains this to mean that the foreleg 
does not have the status of the cooked foreleg of the nazirite 
ram. Normally, although the foreleg may be eaten only by 
priests, it may be cooked together with the rest of the meat 
of the ram, which is eaten by the nazirite even if he is not a 
priest. In the case of this ram, the foreleg may not be cooked 
together with the rest of the meat of the ram (Meiri). 
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HALAKHA 

The animals were in their second year - nW 23 yaw 
Dw: If one slaughtered a ram that was twelve months 
and one day old for the burnt offering of a nazirite, a 
woman after childbirth, or a leper, it is valid and requires 
libations. The Kesef Mishne adds that it does not satisfy 
the obligation of its owners and they must bring another 
burnt offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei 
HaMukdashin 4:27). 


That one slaughtered not for their sake - Kow jonww 
yaw: The guilt offering of a nazirite or the guilt offering 
of a leper that was slaughtered not for its own sake does 
not satisfy the obligation of its owner, but it may be eaten. 
This is in accordance with the opinion of Levi (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 15:20). 
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But in the case of the burnt offering of a nazirite, i.e., the lamb that 
is sacrificed when he completes his naziriteship; or the burnt offer- 
ing of a woman after childbirth, i.e., the lamb she sacrifices on the 

forty-first day after giving birth to a son or on the eighty-first day 
after giving birth to a daughter; or the burnt offering of a leper, 
i.e., the lamb that is sacrificed after he is purified; in all of these 

cases if the animals were in their second year" instead, and one 

slaughtered them, the offerings are valid. 


The baraita concludes: The principle of the matter is: Any animal 
that is valid as a voluntary burnt offering is also valid as an obliga- 
tory burnt offering, and any animal that is disqualified as a sin 
offering is also disqualified as a guilt offering, except for an offer- 
ing that was sacrificed not for its own sake, which is disqualified in 
the case ofa sin offering but not a guilt offering. This demonstrates 
that the halakhot of obligatory burnt offerings are derived from 
those of voluntary burnt offerings, despite the fact that the burnt 
offering of a nazirite is juxtaposed to the sin offering of a nazirite 
(see Numbers 6:14) and the burnt offering of a leper is juxtaposed 
to the sin offering of a leper (see Leviticus 14:19). Similarly, the 
halakha pertaining to the sheep of Shavuot, which are obligatory 
peace offerings, should be derived from the halakha pertaining to 
voluntary peace offerings, and not from the halakha pertaining to a 
sin offering as Rav Yitzhak holds. 


The Gemara answers: This tanna, who taught this baraita, is the 
tanna of the school of Levi cited earlier, who holds that if one 
slaughters a sheep of Shavuot not for its own sake, it is nevertheless 


valid. 


The Gemara discusses the opinion of Rav Nahman, who maintains 
that the tanna of the school of Levi holds that a sheep of Shavuot 
slaughtered not for its own sake is valid because he derives its hal- 
akha from that of a voluntary peace offering. Come and hear what 
Levi teaches to the contrary, as Levi teaches: The guilt offering of 
a nazirite, i.e., the lamb he brings on the eighth day after becoming 
impure through contact with a corpse, and the guilt offering of a 
leper, i.e., the lamb he brings at the completion of his purification, 
that one slaughtered not for their sake" are valid, but they did not 
satisfy the obligation of the owner. 


If one slaughtered them when the time had not yet arrived for their 
owners to sacrifice these offerings, or they were in their second 
year instead of their first year and one slaughtered them, they are 
disqualified. 


The Gemara comments: But ifit is so that Levi derives the halakhot 

of an obligatory offering from those of a voluntary one, let him 

derive the halakha of the guilt offering from that of the peace offer- 
ing, in which case the guilt offerings should be valid even if they 

were in their second year. The Gemara answers: Levi derives the 

halakha concerning an obligatory peace offering from the halakha 

concerning a voluntary peace offering, but he does not derive the 

halakha concerning a guilt offering from the halakha concerning a 

peace offering. 


The Gemara further challenges the statement of Rav Nahman: But 
if Levi derives the halakha of an obligatory peace offering from 
that of a voluntary peace offering, let him similarly derive the 
halakha of one guilt offering from that of another guilt offering. 
He should derive that the guilt offering of a nazirite and the guilt 
offering of a leper are valid even if the animal is in its second year 
from the halakha concerning a guilt offering for robbery and a 
guilt offering for misuse of consecrated property, which are sup- 
posed to be a ram in its second year. Or, if one brought a lamb in its 
first year as a guilt offering for robbery or a guilt offering for 
misuse of consecrated property, Levi should derive that it is valid 
from the halakha concerning the guilt offering of a nazirite and 
the guilt offering of a leper, which are lambs in their first year. 
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Rav Shimi bar Ashi said: One can derive the halakha with regard 
to an item that is prepared not in its valid manner, e.g., the sheep 
of Shavuot that were slaughtered not for their own sake, from the 
halakha with regard to another item that is prepared not in its valid 
manner, e.g., a voluntary peace offering slaughtered not for its own 
sake. But one cannot derive the halakha with regard to an item that 
is prepared not in its valid manner, e.g., the guilt offering of a 
nazirite or a leper that is sacrificed when it is in its second year, 
from the halakha with regard to an item that is prepared in its 
valid manner, e.g., a guilt offering for robbery or for misuse of 
consecrated property that is sacrificed when it is in its second year. 


The Gemara asks: And can one not derive the halakha with regard 
to disqualified offerings from the halakha with regard to fit offer- 
ings? But isn’t it taught in a baraita: From where is it derived with 
regard to an item that left the Temple courtyard and was thereby 
disqualified that if it nevertheless ascended upon the altar it shall 
not descend? It is derived from the fact that an item that left is valid 
for sacrifice on a private altar. Here, the baraita derives the halakha 
with regard to an disqualified offering from the halakha with regard 
to a fit offering. 


The Gemara answers: The tanna of that baraita relies on the phrase: 
“This is the law of the burnt offering [haola]: It is that which goes 
up on its firewood upon the altar all night unto the morning” (Levit- 
icus 6:2), a seemingly superfluous general phrase which is inter- 
preted homiletically to include’ the halakha that any item that 
ascends [ola] upon the altar shall not descend from it, even ifit was 
disqualified. The verse is the actual source for the halakha of the 
baraita, whereas the case of a private altar is cited merely in support 
of this ruling. Accordingly, the baraita does not contradict the 
opinion of Rav Shimi bar Ashi. 


§ The Gemara cites another discussion concerning the sheep of 
Shavuot. Rabba bar bar Hana taught a baraita before Rav: Ina case 
of the two sheep of Shavuot where one slaughtered them for the 
sake of rams" and not for their own sake, they are valid offerings, 
but they do not satisfy the obligation of the owner, i.e., the com- 
munity, to sacrifice these offerings. Rav said to Rabba bar bar Hana: 
That is not so; rather, the sheep certainly satisfy the obligation of 
the community. 


NOTES 


Include - 3°: The Sages (see Nidda 40a-b) disagree as to the 
interpretation of the verse cited in the Gemara. Rabbi Yehuda 
interprets three of the terms in the verse, “this; “the,” and “it” as 
restricting the halakha that an offering brought onto the altar is not 
taken off. Consequently, he rules that this halakha does not apply 
to a burnt offering that is disqualified because it was slaughtered 
at night, a burnt offering whose blood was spilled before it could 
be sprinkled on the altar, and a burnt offering that left the Temple 
courtyard. 

Conversely, Rabbi Shimon holds that the intention of this verse 
is to extend the applicability of this halakha to the three afore- 
mentioned cases as well as others, including a burnt offering that 
was left overnight off of the altar, one that become ritually impure, 


one that was slaughtered with the intent to perform sacrificial rites 
beyond the designated time or outside the designated area, and 
an offering whose blood was collected or sprinkled on the altar by 
individuals unfit to perform the Temple service. 

Even Rabbi Shimon concedes that the verse contains a limita- 
tion, and therefore certain types of disqualified burnt offerings are 
brought down from the altar. This category includes an animal 
with which a person engaged in intercourse, an animal that was 
worshipped as a deity or that was designated for idolatrous wor- 
ship, an animal that was given as payment to a prostitute, an animal 
that was used to purchase a dog, an animal born of a forbidden 
mixture of diverse kinds, an animal that is a tereifa, an animal born 
by caesarean section, and an animal that has a blemish. 


HALAKHA 

The two sheep of Shavuot where one slaughtered 
them for the sake of rams — ow jonwy nyy was 
Db: If one slaughtered the two sheep of Shavuot 
for the sake of rams they do not satisfy the obligation 
of the community, in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabba bar bar Hana (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Pesulei HaMukdashin 15:16). 


-0911 p: MENAHOT : PEREK IV: 49A 305 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


NOTES 


The statement of Rav is reasonable, etc. - Kanpa 
^D) 07 mopa: Later commentaries explain that Rav 
Hisda holds that the bavaita cited by Rabba bar bar Hana 
before Rav is referring to a case where the priest misidenti- 
fied the animal. If it was a simple case where the priest 
sacrificed the animals for the sake of a different offering, 
the baraita would have stated explicitly that the sheep 
of Shavuot were slaughtered not for their own sake. The 
reason the offering remains valid is that the lambs were 
actually sacrificed for the sake of lambs. But if the priest 
had thought they were rams and sacrificed them for the 
sake of rams, the offering would be disqualified, because 
even the erroneous uprooting of the identity of an offer- 
ing takes effect. Conversely, Rabba, who holds that the 
erroneous uprooting of the identity of an offering does 
not take effect, understands the baraita as referring to a 
case where the priest misidentified the animals as rams 
and therefore slaughtered them for the sake of rams, and 
holds in accordance with the opinion of Rav (Hazon Ish; 
Tohorat HaKodesh). 

Others suggest that Rav himself holds that the offering 
would satisfy the community's obligation even if the priest 
new that they were lambs and knowingly slaughtered 
hem for the sake of rams. The halakha is not in accor- 
dance with Rav in this regard, as Rav Hisda and Rabba 
disagree, and the baraita contradicts him, as Rabba bar 
bar Hana points out (Rashash on Yevamot 14a). 


Rava said — X31 Wax: Some versions of the text cite Rabba 
instead of Rava wherever Rava’s name appears in this 
passage. 


BACKGROUND 

Rams - oon: The Torah uses the word lambs in refer- 
ence to the sheep of Shavuot. In fact, the only difference 
between an animal considered in halakha to be a lamb 
and one considered to be a ram is age. In the first year of 
the animal's life it is called a lamb, and once it is a year 
and thirty-one days old it is called a ram. Between these 
times it is defined as a palges, which is no longer called 
a lamb but is not yet called a ram, and is therefore not fit 
for any offering. 
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Rav Hisda said: The statement of Rav is reasonable" in a case where 
one thought that they were rams? when he slaughtered them, and 
nevertheless slaughtered them for the sake of lambs. In such a case, 
it makes sense that they satisfy the community’s obligation since the 
lambs were slaughtered for the sake of lambs. 


But in a case where he thought that they were rams when he slaugh- 
tered them, and therefore slaughtered them for the sake of rams," 

they do not satisfy the community’s obligation, even though they 
were actually lambs. This is due to the fact that the erroneous uproot- 
ing of the status of an offering constitutes uprooting, despite the 

fact that it was done in error. But Rabba said: The erroneous uproot- 
ing of the status of an offering does not constitute uprooting. 


Rava said:" We raise an objection to our own ruling concerning this 
halakha from that which was taught in a mishna (Gittin 54a): In a 
case of priests who disqualified an offering through improper 
intention in the Temple," by expressing, while sacrificing the offer- 
ing, the intention to eat it after the appropriate time, if they did so 
intentionally, they are liable to pay the value of the offering to its 
owner, who must now bring another offering. It follows, therefore, 
that if the priests did so unintentionally they are exempt. And it is 
taught concerning this case in a baraita: Even though they slaugh- 
tered it with improper intent unintentionally, their act of improper 
intention renders the offering piggul, despite the fact that they are 
exempt from paying damages. 


What are the circumstances in which this is the halakha? If we say 
that it is referring to a case where the priest knew that the offering 
was a sin offering, which is eaten for only one day and one night, and 
nevertheless he intended the offering to be for the sake of a peace 
offering, which is eaten for two days and one night, and thereby his 
intention was that it be eaten after its appropriate time, is this con- 
sidered an unintentional act by the priests? Certainly they were 
acting intentionally. 


Rather, is it not referring to a case where the offering was a sin offer- 
ing, which is eaten for only one day and one night, and the priest 
thought that it was a peace offering and therefore he intended the 
offering to be for the sake of a peace offering, which is eaten for two 
days and one night, and thereby his intention was that it be eaten after 
its appropriate time? And with regard to this case the tanna taught: 
Their act of improper intention renders the offering piggul. Appar- 
ently, this proves that the erroneous uprooting of the status of an 
offering constitutes uprooting, contrary to the ruling of Rabba. 


Abaye said to Rava: There is no objection from this baraita, because 
actually it is referring to a case where the priest knew that it was a 
sin offering and nevertheless he intended the offering to be for the 
sake of a peace offering, and his uprooting was done intentionally. 
Nevertheless, the baraita refers to the priests as acting unintentionally 
because it is referring to circumstances where the priest says, i.e., he 
mistakenly thinks, that it is permitted to sacrifice the offering with 
this intent. 


He thought that they were rams and slaughtered them for the 
sake of rams - Dyg owh ponws oy napa: If one thought 
that the two sheep of Shavuot were rams and slaughtered them 
for the sake of rams, the obligation of the community to sacrifice 
the offerings has been fulfilled. This is due to the fact that the 
status of the offering was uprooted in error, and the erroneous 
uprooting of the status of an offering is insignificant. This is in 
accordance with the opinions of Rav and Rabba (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 15:16). 


HALAKHA 


Priests who disqualified an offering through improper inten- 
tion in the Temple - wpna yow mya: The Rambam holds 
that if priests intentionally disqualified an offering with an 
improper intention, they are required to reimburse the owner, 
but if they did so unintentionally, they are exempt. The Ra'avad 
holds that even if they disqualified an offering with an improper 
intention intentionally they are exempt, in accordance with the 
opinion that maintains that one is not liable for damage that is 
not externally evident. The Kesef Mishne notes that this is also 
the opinion of the Ramban (Rambam Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot Hovel 
UMazik 7:4, and see Lehem Mishne there). 
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Rabbi Zeira raises an objection to Rabba’ opinion that erroneous 
uprooting of the status of an offering does not constitute uprooting. 
A baraita teaches that Rabbi Shimon says: All meal offerings from 
which the handful was removed not for their sake are entirely valid, 
and have even satisfied the obligation of the owner, unlike animal 
offerings slaughtered not for their sake, which do not satisfy the 
obligation of the owner. 


This is because meal offerings are not similar to animal offerings. 
As, in the case of one who removes a handful from a meal offering 
prepared in a shallow pan for the sake of a meal offering prepared in 
a deep pan, its mode of preparation proves that it is a shallow-pan 
meal offering and not a deep-pan meal offering. Since a meal offering 
prepared in a shallow pan is hard and one prepared in a deep pan is 
soft, his intention is plainly false. Similarly, if one removes a handful 
from a dry meal offering, the meal offering of a sinner, which has no 
oil, for the sake of a meal offering mixed with oil, his intention is 
plainly false, as its mode of preparation proves that it is a dry meal 
offering. 


But with regard to animal offerings this is not so. There is one mode 
of slaughter for all of the offerings, one mode of collection of the 
blood for all of them, and one mode of sprinkling for all of them. 
Since the only factor that distinguishes between one type of offering 
and another is the intention of the individuals involved in its sacrifice, 
their intention is significant. Consequently, if one of the sacrificial 
rites is performed for the sake of the wrong type of offering, the 
offering does not satisfy its owner's obligation. 


The Gemara clarifies: What are the circumstances to which Rabbi 
Shimon is referring? If we say that he is referring to a case where the 
priest knew that the meal offering was prepared in a shallow pan, and 
nevertheless he removed a handful from it for the sake of a meal 
offering prepared in a deep pan, then although its mode of prepara- 
tion proves that it was prepared in a shallow pan, what of it? In any 
case he is consciously uprooting its status as a shallow-pan meal 
offering, changing it to a deep-pan meal offering by means of his 
intention when he removes the handful. 


Rather, is it not referring to a case where the priest thought it was a 
meal offering prepared in a deep pan and therefore removed a hand- 
ful for the sake of a meal offering prepared in a deep pan, but he was 
mistaken, as it was actually a meal offering prepared in a shallow pan? 
It is specifically here, in this case, that Rabbi Shimon rules that the 
offering remains valid, since its mode of preparation proves that it 
is a shallow-pan meal offering, which indicates that in general, erro- 
neous uprooting of the status of an offering constitutes uprooting, 
contrary the ruling of Rabba. 


Abaye said to Rabbi Zeira, in response to his objection: This objec- 
tion to Rabba’s opinion is inconclusive, because one can explain that 
the baraita is actually referring to a case where the priest knew that 
the meal offering was prepared in a shallow pan, and nevertheless he 
removed a handful for the sake of a meal offering prepared in a 
deep pan. 


And with regard to that which you said in your question: Although 
its mode of preparation proves that it is prepared in a shallow pan, 
what of it, i.e., since he is consciously uprooting its identity, how can 
it satisfy its owner’s obligation? Abaye answers that Rava conforms 
to his line of reasoning, as Rava says: The Merciful One disqualifies 
an offering due to improper intent that is not recognizably false, i.e., 
when the physical properties of the offering itself do not prove that 
the intent is mistaken. The Merciful One does not disqualify an 
offering due to improper intent that is recognizably false. Conse- 
quently, if one removes a handful from a shallow-pan meal offering 
for the sake of a deep-pan meal offering, even ifhe did so consciously, 
the offering remains valid and satisfies the owner’s obligation. 
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HALAKHA 


Failure to sacrifice the daily offerings does not prevent 
sacrifice of the additional offerings — paayn prs Pat 
papan ny: Failure to sacrifice the daily offerings does not 
prevent sacrifice of the additional offerings. Similarly, fail- 
ure to sacrifice the additional offerings does not prevent 
sacrifice of the daily offerings, and failure to sacrifice some 
of the additional offerings does not prevent sacrifice of the 
other additional offerings (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Temidin UMusafin 8:20). 


If the priests did not sacrifice a lamb in the morning - 
ypiaa wasp x: If the community did not sacrifice 
the daily offering of the morning, they should neverthe- 
less sacrifice the daily offering of the afternoon. This is 
the halakha whether the omission was unwitting or 
deliberate. This applies only if the service of the altar had 
already been initiated. If the altar had never been used for 
a sacrifice they may not sacrifice the afternoon offering, as 
the service of a new altar may be initiated only by means 
of the morning offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Temidin UMusafin 1:12). 


If they did not burn the half-measure of incense in the 
morning — 1iIaa NP ep x: If the community did 
not burn the half-measure of incense in the morning, they 
should nevertheless sacrifice incense in the afternoon, 
even if the omission was deliberate. This is in accordance 
with the first tanna. According to the Lehem Mishne, only 
a half-measure of incense should be burned (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 3:1). 


That the daily service on a golden altar is initiated 
only with the burning of the incense of the spices — 
DAT myivpa xdx IRI Nata Ns paama pew: The daily 
service on a new golden altar is initiated only with the 
burning of the incense of the spice in the afternoon. This 
is in accordance with the tanna of the mishna and the 
ruling of Abaye on 50b, and not in accordance with the 
baraita cited on 50a (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 
UMusafin 3:1). 


And use of a Table was initiated only with the arrange- 
ment of the shewbread on Shabbat - inden ny x 

nawa 097 onda xhg: Use of a new Table is initiated 

only with the arrangement of the shewbread on Shabbat 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 5:3). 


And use of a new Candelabrum was initiated only 
with the kindling of its seven lamps in the afternoon — 
PIWI pII PHN nyawa xb mina aby K: Use of a 
new Candelabrum is initiated only with the kindling of 
its seven lamps in the afternoon (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 3:11). 


mys paya py p pang "ANN 
NS PAYN PODIAN N7) papa 
T paaya popan xy pant 
- Wiss waa wp x Tt TIS 

DIT pay 


PIU Ia PND By IAY 
PPPT ON Da paw iN PPIX 
x) - apiaa wap rapa x) 

DDT pII 


Wyp- Pia mip wp Xd 
pai pa 


av ap MENT APD PY N 
rata My p33 pRB DWT pS 
xo) oer mvp KYN ant 
bw tana wis abiya namn 
onba bye rwn ny or nw 
KO maT mig xy nwa Dgn 

Draws pa Pan yawa 


Pars a ort aT WP XVI 13 
Ppan 7) pew way KTN IN 
oTi ma m oN Poon 


PRVI PPA wy yng PIT DI 
PPAN MWS - ADT Pow 
ORPA wan amd NIT yoy 


NOTES 


Failure to sacrifice the daily offerings does 
MISHNA Fae 


not prevent sacrifice of the additional 
offerings," and likewise, failure to sacrifice the additional offerings 
does not prevent sacrifice of the daily offerings. And failure to sac- 
rifice some of the additional offerings on a day when more than one 
is sacrificed, e.g., ifit was both Shabbat and the New Moon, does not 
prevent sacrifice of the other additional offerings. If the priests did 
not sacrifice a lamb in the morning" as the daily offering, neverthe- 
less, they should sacrifice a lamb in the afternoon as the daily offer- 
ing, as failure to sacrifice one daily offering does not prevent sacrifice 
of the other. In all of these cases, if they failed to sacrifice one offering, 
they should still sacrifice the other. 


Rabbi Shimon said: When does this halakha apply? It applies at a 
time when the failure to sacrifice the daily morning offering was 
because they were prevented from sacrificing it due to circumstances 
beyond their control or they failed to sacrifice it unwittingly. But if 
the priests acted intentionally and did not sacrifice a lamb in the 
morning as the daily offering, they should not sacrifice a lamb in 
the afternoon as the daily offering. 


Incense was burned twice a day, half a measure in the morning 
and half a measure in the afternoon. If they did not burn the half- 
measure of incense in the morning," they should burn the half- 
measure in the afternoon. 


Rabbi Shimon said: And in such a case, the entire measure was 
sacrificed in the afternoon. The reason for the difference between 
the daily offerings and the incense is that the daily service on a new 
golden altar is initiated only with the burning of the incense of the 
spices" in the afternoon, at which time they would burn a full mea- 
sure. And the daily service on a new altar of the burnt offering, on 
which the daily offerings were sacrificed, is initiated only with the 
daily morning offering. And use of a new Table was initiated only 
with the arrangement of the shewbread on Shabbat," and use of a 
new Candelabrum was initiated only with the kindling of its seven 
lamps in the afternoon." 


G E M ARA™ mishna teaches that the daily offerings 

and the additional offerings each do not pre- 
vent fulfillment of the mitzva with the other. Concerning this, Rabbi 
Hiyya bar Avin raised a dilemma before Rav Hisda: In the case of 
a community that did not have the resources to sacrifice both the 
daily offerings and the additional offerings, which of them takes 
precedence over the other? 


The Gemara clarifies: What are the circumstances to which Rabbi 
Hiyya bar Avin is referring? If we say that he is referring to a case 
where the choice is between the daily offerings of that day and the 
additional offerings of that same day, it is obvious that the daily 
offerings are given preference, as the sacrifice of the daily offerings 
is more frequent than the sacrifice of the additional offerings, which 
are sacrificed only on special occasions, and the daily offerings are 
also sanctified." 


The golden altar is initiated only with the burning of the 
incense of the spices — miopa xdx RININ NY pT pN 
oan: The language indicates that this is intended to be an 
explanation, but it is not clear which opinion it is explaining. 
Some hold that it is presented as an explanation for the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Shimon, who maintains that the full measure of 
incense is sacrificed in the afternoon if the first half was not 
sacrificed in the morning (Rashi, cited by Tosafot on 50a; Rab- 
beinu Gershom Meor HaGola). 

Others hold that it is presented as an explanation for the 
opinion of the Rabbis, and there is a lacuna in the mishna. 
Accordingly, the mishna should include a comment clarifying 
that the Rabbis are referring only to daily offerings, but they 
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concede in the case of the initiations of the services mentioned 
in the end of the mishna. The initiations of the service for the 
two altars differ from each other, because the service of the 
altar of the burnt offering is initiated in the morning, whereas 
the service of a new golden incense altar is initiated in the 
afternoon (Josafot on 50a; commentary attributed to Rashba). 


Frequent and sanctified — wnpa vaa: Rashi mentions two 
explanations of this statement. One is that when the Gemara 
refers to the offerings as sanctified, it means that the sanctity 
of the day of Shabbat or a Festival elevates the sanctity of all 
the offerings that are sacrificed on that day. According to this 
explanation, both the daily offering and the additional offering 


hat are sacrificed on a Shabbat or a Festival are equally sancti- 
fied. The Gemara's point here is that whereas the daily offering is 
more frequent than the additional offering and is sanctified due 
o the day, the additional offering has only one of those two fac- 
ors, which is that it is sanctified due to the day. Consequently, 
he daily offering takes precedence. Rashi’s second explanation 
is that the fact that the daily offering is sacrificed before the 
additional offering indicates that it has greater sanctity than 
he additional offering. Consequently, the Gemara’s point is 
hat since the daily offering is both more frequent and more 
sanctified than the additional offering, it takes precedence. 
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Rather, Rabbi Hiyya bar Avin must be referring to a case where 
they have enough animals for the daily offerings of today and also 
for either the daily offerings for tomorrow’ or the additional 
offerings for today. In such a case, are the daily offerings given 
preference since their sacrifice is more frequent? Or perhaps the 
additional offerings are given preference because they are con- 
sidered more sanctified because they are sacrificed on a holy day. 


Rav Hisda said to Rabbi Hiyya bar Avin: The resolution to this 
dilemma can be derived from that which you learned in the 
mishna: Failure to sacrifice the daily offerings does not prevent 
sacrifice of the additional offerings, and likewise, failure to sac- 
rifice the additional offerings does not prevent sacrifice of the 
daily offerings. And failure to sacrifice some of the additional 
offerings does not prevent sacrifice of the other additional 
offerings. 


What are the circumstances to which the mishna is referring? If 
we say that it is referring to a case where the Temple treasury has 
all of the animals necessary for both offerings, and the only ques- 
tion is in terms of sacrificing one before the other, isn’t it taught 
in a baraita: From where is it derived that no sacrifice should 
precede the sacrifice of the daily offering of morning?" The 
baraita continues: It is derived from that which the verse states: 


“And the fire upon the altar shall be kept burning thereby, it shall 


not go out; and the priest shall kindle wood on it every morning; 
and he shall lay the burnt offering in order on it, and shall cause 
the fats of the peace offering to go up in smoke upon it” (Leviticus 
6:5). 


And Rava says in explanation of this derivation in the baraita that 
the term “the burnt offering,” with the definite article, is referring 
to the first burnt offering of the day, which is the daily offering. 
Consequently, one may not sacrifice the additional offerings 
before the daily offering. 


Rather, it is obvious that the mishna is referring to a case where 
he does not have a sufficient number of animals for both offerings. 
And if it is referring to the offerings of that day, why does the 
mishna say that failure to sacrifice one does not prevent sacrifice 
of the other? Since the daily offering is more frequent and it is 
sanctified, and the additional offerings are sanctified but are less 
frequent than the daily offering, the frequent offering are given 
preference. Consequently, failure to sacrifice the daily offering 
should prevent the sacrifice of the additional offerings. 


Rather, is it not referring to a case where the Temple treasury 
does not have enough animals for both the additional offerings of 
today and the daily offering of tomorrow, and yet the mishna 
teaches that failure to sacrifice one does not prevent one from 
sacrificing the other? Evidently, they are equal and he may sac- 
rifice whichever offering he chooses. This would resolve Rabbi 
Hiyya bar Avin’s dilemma. 


Abaye said to Rav Hisda: That is not a valid resolution of the 
dilemma, as one can claim that actually, the mishna is referring 
to a case where they have enough animals for all the offerings, and 
the mishna is referring to the issue of sacrificing one before the 
other. And with regard to that which poses a difficulty for you 
based upon the baraita that states that no sacrifice should precede 
the sacrifice of the daily offering of the morning, that baraita is 
merely stating the mitzva ab initio. 
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NOTES 
The daily offerings for tomorrow — ant pran: 


The Re'em Horowitz on Sukka 25b comments that 


his is a dilemma only because there is an obligation 
o inspect, for four days, an animal that is to be sacri- 
ficed as the daily offering, to ensure that it does not 
develop a blemish. Therefore, it can be claimed that 
he mitzva concerning the next day's daily offering 
begins even before the day upon which it is sacri- 
ficed. But generally, when one has a choice between 
performing a mitzva on that day or a different mitzva 
on a later date, he would be obligated to perform the 
mitzva on that day. 


HALAKHA 
That no sacrifice should precede the sacrifice of 
the daily offering of morning - otip 131 x7? sow 
mwh pant: Itis prohibited to sacrifice any offering 
before the daily morning offering, in accordance with 
the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 
UMusafin 1:3). 
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HALAKHA 
One maintains no fewer than six lambs that have 
been inspected - ppan oxy nwwa ponia py: 
One must keep no fewer than six lambs that have 
already been inspected in the Chamber of Lambs. They 
must be inspected four days before they are sacrificed 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 1:9). 


BACKGROUND 

Chamber of the Lambs - Dyn naw: The Chamber 
of the Lambs was the chamber used for inspecting the 
animals to be brought as offerings in order to determine 
that they were free of blemishes. Every day in the early 
morning, the appointed priest would instruct the other 
priests to bring a lamb from this chamber for the daily 
offering of the morning. It was located in the northwest 
corner of the Hall of the Hearth in the Temple courtyard 
(Tamid 3:3). 


Chamber of the Lambs 


PERSONALITIES 
Ben Bag Bag — 333373: The full name of this early Sage 


was Rabbi Yohanan ben Bag Bag. He is cited occasion- 


ally in the Mishna and Talmud and is referred to simply 
as ben Bag Bag. He lived during the time of the Second 
Temple and after its destruction. The Rambam maintains 
that he was a contemporary of Hillel and Shammai, who 
lived several generations earlier. If so, he must have 
been a very young student of Hillel’s and lived to a 
very old age. Josafot claim that he was a convert or a 
descendent of converts. 
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The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a resolution to Rabbi Hiyya 
bar Avin’s dilemma based upon a mishna (Arakhin 13a): One main- 
tains no fewer than six lambs that have been inspected" and found 
to be unblemished in the Chamber of the Lambs,’ sufficient for 
Shabbat and for the two festival days of Rosh HaShana that in 
some years occur adjacent to it. 


The Gemara clarifies: What are the circumstances of this case? If 
we say that it is referring to a case where the Temple treasury has 
enough animals for all of the offerings that should be brought, six 
lambs are not enough, as there are many lambs sacrificed for daily 
offerings and additional offerings on those three days. In total, 
twenty-two lambs are required: Two each day for the daily offerings, 
two for the additional offering of Shabbat, seven for the additional 
offering of Rosh HaShana, and seven for the additional offering of 
the New Moon. 


Rather, is it not that the mishna is referring to a case where the 
Temple treasury does not have enough animals for all of the offer- 
ings, and it is teaching that the animals that he does have are utilized 
for the daily offerings of all three days rather than for the additional 
offering of Shabbat on the first of the three days? Consequently, one 
may conclude from it that the daily offerings of tomorrow are given 
preference over the additional offerings of today. 


The Gemara replies: No, this is not a valid proof, as one can claim 
that actually, the mishna is referring to a case where the Temple 
treasury has enough animals for all of the offerings of the three days, 
and this is what the mishna is saying when it mentions six lambs: 
One maintains for use as daily offerings no fewer than six lambs that 
have been inspected and found to be unblemished in the Chamber 
of the Lambs four days prior to their slaughter. Lambs sacrificed 
as other offerings do not have to be inspected four days prior to being 
slaughtered. And in accordance with whose opinion is this mishna? 
It is in accordance with the opinion of ben Bag Bag.” 


As it is taught in a baraita that ben Bag Bag says: From where is it 

derived that the daily offering requires inspection four days prior 

to its slaughter? The verse states with regard to the daily offering: 

“You shall observe [tishmeru] to sacrifice to Me in its due season” 
(Numbers 28:2), and elsewhere, with regard to the Paschal offering, 
the verse states: “On the tenth day of this month they shall take for 

them every man a lamb... and you shall keep it [mishmeret] until 

the fourteenth day of this month” (Exodus 12:3-6). 


Consequently, it is derived by means of a verbal analogy that just as 
in the verse there, the Paschal offering requires inspection four 
days prior to its slaughter, from the tenth of the month to the four- 
teenth, so too here, the daily offering requires inspection four days 
prior to its slaughter. This is not a requirement that pertains to all 
offerings; it is stated specifically with regard to the Paschal offering 
and extended by means of a verbal analogy to the daily offering. 


§ The Gemara cites a discussion pertaining to the mishna cited 
earlier. Ravina said to Rav Ashi: With regard to these six inspected 
lambs that must always be kept in the Chamber of Lambs, there 
ought to be seven, as there is a need for another lamb for the daily 
offering of the morning of the third day of the week, since it cannot 
be inspected on Shabbat or the subsequent festival days of Rosh 
HaShana, and therefore should be inspected and kept beforehand. 


Rav Ashi responded to Ravina: According to your reasoning the 
correct number is not seven, but rather it is eight; as there is also 
the daily offering of the afternoon of Shabbat eve that should also 
be counted. 


Ravina replied: That is not difficult, because the mishna is saying 
that after he sacrificed the daily offering of the afternoon there must 
be six inspected lambs. 
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The Gemara asks: In any case, the question stands: Why does 
the mishna say six lambs when, in fact the number required is 
seven? The Gemara answers: Rather, the tanna is speaking 
generally, referring to how many inspected lambs are required 
throughout the year. And what did he mean by his statement: 
Sufficient for Shabbat and for the two festival days of Rosh 
HaShana? It is merely intended as a mnemonic, to help one 
remember that there must be enough lambs for the daily 
offering of three days. 


According to this the language of the mishna is also precise, as 
it teaches: Sufficient for Shabbat and for the two festival days 
of Rosh HaShana, and it does not teach that there must be 
six lambs for Shabbat and for the two festival days of Rosh 
HaShana, which would have indicated that these lambs are 
meant to actually be sacrificed on those days. The Gemara 
concludes that in fact one can learn from the language of the 
mishna that this is the correct interpretation. 


§ The mishna teaches: If the priests did not sacrifice a lamb 
in the morning as the daily offering, nevertheless, they should 
sacrifice a lamb in the afternoon as the daily offering. If they 
did not burn the half-measure of incense in the morning, they 
should burn the half-measure in the afternoon. Rabbi Shimon 
said: And in such a case, the entire measure was sacrificed in 
the afternoon, as the daily service on a new golden altar is 
initiated only with the burning of the incense of the spices 
in the afternoon, at which time they would burn a full measure. 
The Gemara asks: Who mentioned anything about the initia- 
tion of the Temple vessels, i.e., what is its relevance to the 
mishna? 


The Gemara answers that the mishna is incomplete, and this 
is what it is teaching:* If they did not sacrifice a lamb for the 
daily offering in the morning, they should not sacrifice a 
lamb in the afternoon. In what case is this statement said? It 
is said in a case where the service of a new altar had not yet 
been initiated," since it must first be initiated with the daily 
offering of the morning. But if the service of the altar had 
already been initiated, then they should sacrifice the lamb of 
the daily offering in the afternoon even though they did not 
sacrifice the lamb of the morning offering. 


Rabbi Shimon said: When does this halakha apply? It applies 
at a time when the failure to sacrifice the daily morning offer- 
ing was because they were prevented from sacrificing it due 
to circumstances beyond their control or they failed to sac- 
rifice it unwittingly. But if the priests acted intentionally and 
did not sacrifice a lamb in the morning as the daily offering, 
they should not sacrifice a lamb in the afternoon as the daily 
offering. By contrast, if they did not burn the half-measure of 
incense in the morning, they should burn the half-measure 
in the afternoon regardless of the circumstances. 


The Gemara asks: From where are these matters derived, that 
if the lamb of the daily offering of the morning was not sacri- 
ficed and the service of a new altar had not yet been initiated, 
then the lamb of the afternoon is also not sacrificed? The 
Gemara explains that it is derived as the Sages taught in a 
baraita: “The one lamb you shall offer in the morning; and the 
second lamb you shall offer in the afternoon” (Exodus 29:39). 
This verse teaches that the second lamb of the daily offering 
is sacrificed in the afternoon, but if it is the first one to be 
sacrificed, it may not be sacrificed in the afternoon." 


BACKGROUND 


The mishna is incomplete and this is what it is 
teaching - 239p 2m XIN BM: This method of 
explanation is often found in the Gemara. The addition 
introduced by the Gemara is an elaboration upon that 
which is written in the mishna, based on various difficul- 
ties raised in the Gemara that render the mishna in its 
original form incoherent or inconsistent with another 
authoritative source. The addition provides the necessary 
clarification. 


HALAKHA 


In a case where the altar had not yet been initiated — 
navn pom Kw: If they did not sacrifice a lamb for the 
daily offering in the morning, whether unwittingly or 
deliberately, they should nevertheless sacrifice a lamb 
for the daily offering in the afternoon. This is the halakha 
only in a case where the service of the altar was already 
initiated. If the altar is new and no sacrifice had ever been 
brought on it, then the afternoon offering should not 
be sacrificed on it, as the service of a new altar may be 
initiated only through the daily offering of the morning 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 1:12). 


NOTES 


But if it is the first one to be sacrificed, it may not be 
sacrificed in the afternoon - IWI pa wey xr: Since 
the verse refers to the afternoon daily offering as the 
second lamb, it cannot be sacrificed if no other offering 
preceded it. Alternatively, Rashi explains that the second 
half of the verse is conditional upon the first half, so that 
the verse states that if “the one lamb you shall offer in 
the morning,’ then “the second lamb you shall offer in 
the afternoon.” 
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With the burning of the incense of the spices of the 
afternoon - DAW pa by omn MPa: The ser- 
vice of anew golden altar must be initiated with the 
burning of the incense of the spices of the afternoon. 
This is in accordance with the unattributed opinion 
in the mishna (49a) and the ruling of Abaye, and not 
in accordance with the baraita here (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 3:1). 
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In what case is this statement said? It is said in a case where the 
service of a new altar had not yet been initiated," since it must first 
be initiated with the offering of the morning. When the verse refers 
to the first or second offering, it means the first or second offering 
ever sacrificed on the altar. But if the service of the altar had already 
been initiated, then even if it is the first to be sacrificed that day, it 
should be sacrificed in the afternoon. 


Rabbi Shimon said: When does this halakha apply? It applies at a 

time when the failure to sacrifice the daily morning offering was 

because they were prevented from sacrificing it due to circum- 
stances beyond their control or they failed to sacrifice it unwittingly. 
But if the priests acted intentionally and did not sacrifice a lamb in 

the morning as the daily offering, they should not sacrifice a lamb 

in the afternoon as the daily offering. By contrast, if they did not 

burn the half-measure of incense in the morning, they should burn 

the half-measure in the afternoon regardless of the circumstances. 


The Gemara asks: Does it make sense that because the priests sinned 
by intentionally failing to sacrifice the morning daily offering, the 
altar should be entirely idle? Rava said that this is what Rabbi Shi- 
mon is saying: They, the priests who deliberately failed to sacrifice 
the morning daily offering, should not sacrifice the afternoon daily 
offering; but other priests should sacrifice it." 


By contrast, if the priests acted intentionally and did not burn the 
incense in the morning, even those same priests may burn it in the 
afternoon. The reason for this is that since burning the incense 
is uncommon" and causes those who do so to become wealthy, 
it is dear to the priests, and they will not be negligent in the 
performance of this rite. 


§ The mishna teaches that if they did not burn the half-measure of 
incense in the morning, they should burn the half-measure in the 
afternoon. Rabbi Shimon said: And in such a case, the entire mea- 
sure was sacrificed in the afternoon. The reason for the difference 
between the daily offerings and the incense is that the daily service 
on a new golden altar is initiated only with the burning of the 
incense of the spices of the afternoon," at which time they would 
burn a full measure. The Gemara asks: But isn’t it taught in a baraita: 
The service of a new golden altar is initiated with the burning of the 
incense of the spices of the morning? The Gemara answers: The 
question of whether the incense of the morning or the afternoon 
initiates the service of a new golden altar is a dispute between 
tanna’im. 


Abaye said: It stands to reason that the halakha should be in accor- 
dance with the one who says that it was initiated with the incense 
of the spices of the afternoon, as it is written with regard to the 
golden altar: “And Aaron shall burn thereon incense of sweet 
spices; every morning, when he dresses the lamps, he shall burn 
it. And when Aaron lights the lamps at dusk, he shall burn it, a 
perpetual incense before the Lord throughout your generations” 
(Exodus 30:7-8). 


NOTES 


In a case where the altar had not yet been initiated - Janna xb 
Mata: Rashi explains that the verse is interpreted as referring to 
the first or second offering ever sacrificed on the altar, because 
the previous verse is referring to the inauguration of the altar, as 


it states: “Now this is that which you shall offer upon the altar” 


(Exodus 29:38). 


But other priests should sacrifice it - 1777 D'NN bax: The 
Gemara does not clarify who these others are. Itis unclear whether 
this penalty applies only to the specific priests who were desig- 
nated to sacrifice the morning offering and refrained from doing 
so, or whether it applies even to their entire patrilineal family or 
to the entire priestly watch (commentary attributed to Rashba). 


Burning the incense is uncommon - xm% xb: Rashi offers two 
suggestions as to why the incense is considered uncommon in 
comparison to the daily offering, despite the fact that they are 
both sacrificed twice a day. His first explanation is that the daily 
offering is a type of burnt offering, and burnt offerings may be 
sacrificed many times per day. His second explanation is that it is 
not that the offering of the incense itself is uncommon, but that it 
is uncommon for any one particular priest to burn it, as each priest 
was granted the opportunity to burn the incense only once in his 
lifetime (Yoma 26a). 
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The fact that ashes are removed from the lamps of the Candela- 
brum in the morning indicates that the lamps had been lit previ- 
ously, since if the priest had not performed the lighting of the 
lamps the previous evening, from where would the ashes be 
removed in the morning? This proves that the Candelabrum 
must have been lit for the first time in the evening. Since the verse 
states: “When Aaron lights the lamps at dusk, he shall burn it, a 
perpetual incense before the Lord,” it must be that the incense 
was burned for the first time in the evening. 


The Gemara asks: And according to the one who says that the 
service of a new golden altar is initiated with the burning of the 
incense of the spices of the morning, from where is this halakha 
derived? The Gemara answers: He derives it from the initiation 
of the altar of the burnt offering. Just as there, the service of a 
new altar of the burnt offering is initiated by means of the daily 
offering of the morning rather than the afternoon, so too here, 
the service of a new golden altar is initiated by means of the 
burning of the incense of the spices of the morning. 


§ The mishna teaches: And use of a new Table was initiated only 
with the arrangement of the shewbread on Shabbat. The Gemara 
asks: But does the mishna mean to indicate that if the shewbread 
was placed on the Table on a weekday it is merely that the use of 
anew Table is not initiated, but the shewbread is sanctified? The 
halakha is that the shewbread is sanctified only when it is placed 
on the Table on Shabbat. 


The Gemara answers: The mishna teaches us this halakha itself, 
that the initiation of the use of a new Table and the sanctification 
of the shewbread when it is placed on the Table occur only on 
Shabbat." This is as the mishna teaches in the latter clause’ with 
regard to the initiation of the use of anew Candelabrum: And use 
ofa new Candelabrum was initiated only with the kindling of its 
seven lamps in the afternoon. 


§The Gemara cites another halakha relating to the burning of 
incense. The Sages taught in a baraita: This is incense that was 
offered for an individual rather than the community on the 
external altar, and not on the golden altar as usual; and this was 
a provisional edict, permitted temporarily for that time only. The 
Gemara clarifies: To what case is the baraita referring? Rav Pappa 
said: It is referring to the incense brought by the tribal princes at 
the inauguration of the Tabernacle (see Numbers, chapter 7). 


The Gemara asks: But with regard to the incense of an individual, 
is it only on the external altar that it is not generally permitted 
to be burned, but an individual may sacrifice incense on the 
inner altar, as indicated by the baraita? And furthermore, on the 
external altar, is it only an individual who may not sacrifice 
incense, but the community may sacrifice incense on the 
external altar? 


But isn’t it taught in a baraita contrary to those two inferences: 
One might have thought that an individual may voluntarily 
donate and bring incense" similar to the incense brought by the 
tribal princes to the Temple as a gift offering, and I will read with 
regard to this incense, as in the case of other gift offerings: “That 
which has gone out of your lips you shall observe and do” (Deu- 
teronomy 23:24). Therefore, the verse states concerning the inner 
altar: “You shall bring no strange incense thereon” (Exodus 
30:9). This indicates that an individual may not sacrifice incense 
even on the inner altar. 


One might have thought that only an individual may not bring 
a gift of incense on the inner altar, as an individual does not bring 
his obligatory offering similar to this gift of incense, i.e., since 
an individual is never obligated to sacrifice incense, he may not 
voluntarily sacrifice incense either; 


HALAKHA 


The initiation of a new Table and the sanctification of 
the shewbread when it is placed on the Table occur only 
on Shabbat - x17 nawa nw warp pant: The use of a 
new Table must be initiated by placing ‘the shewbread on it 
on Shabbat, in accordance with the mishna (49a) and the 
Gemara here. Additionally, the shewbread is sanctified on the 
Table only on Shabbat (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 
UMusafin 5:3, 12-13). 


One might have thought that an individual may volun- 
tarily donate and bring incense - XIN INM PM Sion: 

One may not burn incense offered by an individual on the 
golden altar unless he has transferred its ownership to the 
community (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 
2:11 and Kesef Mishne there). 


NOTES 


This is as the mishna teaches in the latter clause - 3np13 
xDD: It is not clear how the latter clause of the mishna 
relates to the case of the Table and shewbread, as the Table 
sanctifies the shewbread whereas the Candelabrum does 
not sanctify the oil burned in it, which is sanctified in a ser- 
vice vessel before it is placed in the Candelabrum. Rashi 
explains that just as everything that is accomplished with 
the Candelabrum, i.e., its initiation and the mitzva to light 
it, is accomplished in the evening, so too everything that is 
accomplished on the Table, including the sanctification of 
the shewbread, is accomplished on Shabbat (Rashi). 
Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola explains that just as 
both the initiation and sanctification of the Candelabrum 
took place on a weekday rather than Shabbat, so too, the 
initiation and the sanctification of the Table were on Shabbat 
and not on a weekday. Later commentaries explain that this 
is consistent with Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola’s opinion 
that the Candelabrum does sanctify the oil (Fizehu Mekoman). 
Some inquire as to the source for his assumption that the 
Candelabrum was initiated on a weekday (Mikdash David). 
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NOTES 


The griddle-cake offering of the High Priest - 
bina a "EVAN: The definition of a High Priest with 
regard totheob igation of the griddle-cake offering 
includes both one who was sanctified by means of 
the anointing oil and one sanctified by means of 
wearing the vestments of the High Priest, as was the 
procedure in the period of the second Temple. Rashi 
on Makkot na explains that the anointing oil was 
sequestered in the time of King Josiah, and there- 
after the High Priests were sanctified exclusively by 
means of the priestly vestments (Minhat Hinnukh). 


The High Priest brings a complete tenth of an 
ephah of flour and divides it - obw Wwe wan 
anyin: Some understand that this is referring to 
dividing the loaves. The Rambam holds that the 
preparation of the High Priest's griddle-cake offering 
was performed in the following manner: Each half 
of a tenth of an ephah would be kneaded into six 
loaves and baked, after which each of the twelve 
loaves would be divided in half. Twelve halves of 
loaves would then be sacrificed in the morning 
and twelve in the afternoon (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 13:4). The commentaries 
on the Rambam explain that he derives his opinion 
from the Gemara on 87b (Kesef Mishne; Radbaz; 
Mahari Kurkus). 

hers reject the Rambam’s explanation, claim- 
ing that nowhere is it suggested that each loaf was 
divided in half. Rather, the mishna means that the 
tenth of an ephah of flour would be divided into 
two halves. Each half would be baked into six loaves, 
and the six loaves of one half would be sacrificed in 
the morning while the other six loaves would be 
sacrificed in the afternoon (Ra’avad). 


© 


He sacrifices half in the morning and half in the 
afternoon — PIWI pI NYA x223 nsa Dp: 

The High Priest's griddle- ‘cake offering is similar 
o the daily offering, inasmuch as they are both 

sacrificed twice daily, in the morning and in the 
afternoon. Nevertheless, early commentaries note 
hat they are viewed differently in terms of the enu- 
meration of the mitzvot. There are those who hold 
hat the morning daily offering and the afternoon 

daily offering are counted as two separate mitzvot 
(Ramban’s Commentary on Sefer HaMitzvot, end of 
he Ninth Principle). All agree that the High Priest's 
griddle-cake offering is counted as only one mitzva 
comprising two components (Sefer HaHinnukh 
136). 


HALAKHA 


A High Priest who brings and sacrifices half in the 
morning and dies — n9 NNW AYN WID yia: 
f a High Priest sacrifices the morning half of the 
griddle-cake offering of the High Priest and then 
dies, and then another High Priest is appointed in 
his stead, the new High Priest must bring an entire 
enth of an ephah of flour. He then divides it in half 
and sacrifices one of the halves. The remaining half 
of a tenth of an ephah from each of the two High 
Priests are left overnight and are then brought to the 
place designated for burning (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 3:20-21). 
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but a community may bring incense as a gift offering, as the 
community does bring its obligatory offering similar to this, i.e., 
since the community is obligated to sacrifice incense it can also 
voluntarily sacrifice incense. Therefore, the verse states: You 
shall not bring [lo ta'alu] strange incense thereon” (Exodus 30:9). 
The fact that the verse formulates the prohibition with the plural 
word ta'alu indicates that even the community may not sacrifice 
incense as a voluntary gift offering. 


The baraita continues: One might have thought that the com- 
munity may not bring a gift offering ofincense on the inner altar, 
but it may bring incense on the external altar. Therefore, the 
verse states: “And the anointing oil, and the incense of sweet 
spices for the sacred place; according to all that I have com- 
manded you shall they do” (Exodus 31:11). This teaches that one 
has the right to do only that which is stated with regard to the 
matter, without deviation. Consequently, incense may be sacri- 
ficed only by the community, only when there is an obligation to 
sacrifice it, and it must be burned only on the inner altar. This 
contradicts the implication of the previously cited baraita that it 
is permitted to burn the incense of an individual on the golden 
altar or the incense of a community on the outer altar. 


Rav Pappa said: This is not problematic. The baraita is speaking 
utilizing the style of: It is not necessary, as follows. It is not 
necessary to state that the community may not sacrifice incense 
on the external altar, as we have not found a precedent for it. 
And similarly, it is not necessary to state that an individual may 
not sacrifice incense on the inner altar, as we have not found a 
precedent for it. But it is necessary to state that it is even prohib- 
ited for an individual to sacrifice incense on the external altar, 
despite the fact that we have ostensibly found a precedent for it 
in the case of the tribal princes; as that was a provisional edict® 
and therefore cannot serve as a precedent. 


MI S H N A The twelve loaves of matza prepared from 

a tenth of an ephah of flour of the griddle- 
cake offering of the High Priest" did not come from the house 
of the High Priest in halves. Rather, the High Priest brings from 
his house a complete tenth of an ephah of flour (see Leviticus 
6:13) and divides it" in half, and he sacrifices half in the morning 
and half in the afternoon." 


In the case of a High Priest who brings and sacrifices half in the 

morning and dies," and they appointed another High Priest in 

his stead, the replacement High Priest should neither bring half 
of a tenth of an ephah of flour from his house nor sacrifice the 

remaining half of the tenth of an ephah of his predecessor. 
Rather, he brings from his house an entire tenth of an ephah and 

divides it in half, sacrifices half, and the other half is not sacri- 
ficed and is lost. Consequently, two halves of a tenth of an ephah 

are sacrificed, one-half of what was brought by each priest, and 

the other two halves are lost. 


BACKGROUND 


Provisional edict — nyw MXN: This concept explains several inci- 
dents described in the Bible that do not conform to permanent 
halakhic guidelines, some of which occurred when the pertinent 
halakha had not yet been given to the Jewish people. In these 
instances, a specific mitzva was given as a temporary measure and 
the Jewish people acted on it, but practical halakha cannot be 


instituted by the Sages, when the unique needs of the time required 
acting more leniently or more strictly than the halakha generally 
allows or requires. The principle derived from the verse: “It is time 
to act for the Lord; they have made void Your law” (Psalms 119126), 
dictates that at times even Torah law may be violated in order to 
uphold the Torah. 


derived from it. There are also some examples of provisional edicts 
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GEMARA“= Gemara cites that which the Sages 


taught in a baraita, commenting on the 
verse: “This is the offering of Aaron and of his sons, which they shall 
offer to the Lord on the day when he is anointed: The tenth part of 
an ephah of fine flour for a meal offering perpetually, half of it in the 
morning, and half of it in the evening” (Leviticus 6:13). If the verse 
had stated: A meal offering perpetually, half in the morning and 
half in the evening; I would have said that the High Priest brings 
half of a tenth of an ephah in the morning and sacrifices it, and 
then he brings half of a tenth of an ephah in the afternoon and 
sacrifices it. 


Since the verse states: “Half of it in the morning, and half of it in 
the evening” (Leviticus 6:13)," it teaches that he sacrifices half of 
a complete tenth of an ephah. How so? The High Priest brings 
from his house a complete tenth of an ephah of fine flour, and 
divides it in half, and sacrifices half in the morning and halfin the 
afternoon. 


Ina case where the half ofa tenth of an ephah that was supposed to 
be offered in the afternoon became impure or was lost after the 
High Priest sacrificed the first half in the morning, one might have 
thought that he should bring half of a tenth of an ephah from his 
house and sacrifice it. Therefore, the verse states: “Half of it in the 
morning, and half of it in the evening,’ which teaches that he 
brings half of a complete tenth of an ephah. 


How so? The High Priest brings a complete tenth of an ephah of 
fine flour from his house and divides it in half, and he sacrifices 
half, and the other half is not sacrificed and is lost. Consequently, 
two halves of a tenth of an ephah are sacrificed, the half that was 
sacrificed in the morning from the original tenth of an ephah, and 
half of the replacement tenth of an ephah, and the other two halves 
are lost. 


In the case of a High Priest who sacrificed half in the morning and 
died, and they appointed another High Priest in his stead, one 
might have thought that the second High Priest should bring half 
of a tenth of an ephah from his house and sacrifice it, or that he 
should sacrifice the remaining half of a tenth of an ephah of the 
first High Priest. Therefore, the verse states: “And half of it in the 
evening,” which teaches that he brings and sacrifices half of a 
complete tenth of an ephah. 


How so? The replacement High Priest brings a complete tenth of 
an ephah of fine flour from his house and divides it in half, and he 
sacrifices half, and half is not sacrificed and is lost. Consequently, 
two halves of a tenth of an ephah are lost, half of the tenth of an 
ephah brought by each priest, and the other two halves are 
sacrificed. 


§ With regard to the two halves ofa tenth of an ephah that are lost, 
a tanna, i.e., a Sage who recited baraitot, taught a baraita before 
Rav Nahman: With regard to the half that was not sacrificed by the 
first High Priest, who died, and the half brought but not sacrificed 
by the second High Priest who replaced him, their form should 
decay, i.e., they should be left overnight so they become disqualified, 
and then they should be brought out to the place designated for 
burning. 


Rav Nahman said to the tanna: Granted, the half that was not 
sacrificed by the first High Priest should be left overnight before it 
is burned, because it was initially fit for sacrifice before the first 
High Priest died. But with regard to the half that was not sacrificed 
by the second High Priest, why must it be left overnight so that its 
form decays? It was brought to be lost from the outset, i.e., when 
the full tenth of an ephah was brought it was known that only half 
would be sacrificed and half would be lost. Consequently, it is 
unnecessary to leave it overnight before burning it. 


NOTES 


Since the verse states: Half of it in the morn- 
ing and half of it in the evening - anid Tn 
IWI awy Waa Pym: This exposition is 
cited three times in this Gemara to teach three 
halakhot: The basic halakha that both halves are 
initially brought together as a complete tenth 
of an ephah, the halakha in a case where the 
first half was sacrificed and then the second half 
was lost or became impure, and the halakha in a 
case where the High Priest died after sacrificing 
the first half. Rashi and the commentary attrib- 
uted to Rashba note that the first two halakhot 
are derived from the two instances of the term 


“half of it,” and the third halakha is derived from 


the extra “and” between the two usages of that 
expression. 
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NOTES 


Should be baked extensively [rabba] - 731 VINA: 
Rashi cites three interpretations of this exposition and 
he opinion of Rabbi Yosei: One interpretation is that 
he offering must be baked multiple times. Rabbi 
Yosei accepts the opinion that interprets the verse as 
te'afena na'a and therefore requires that it be baked 
before it is fried, and he also accepts the opinion 
hat interprets the verse as teafena na and therefore 
requires that it be baked after it is fried as well. 
A second interpretation is that the offering must be 
baked in a manner that causes it to be large [rabba] 
and thin. In order to facilitate this, it should be fried 
before it is baked, thereby fulfilling teafena na. The 
oaves will end up being beautiful, which is a fulfill- 
ment of te'afena na'a. 

The third interpretation is based on a version of 
he text that states that the offering should be baked 
so that it is soft [rakka], rather than rabba. According 
o this, the point is that it must be softened by being 
tied in a large quantity of oil. Since it is first fried one 
ulfills the requirement of teafena na, and because 
he loaves end up soft and beautiful, one fulfills the 
requirement of teafena na'a. 


HALAKHA 


Should be baked extensively - 737 72°Dn: 
The High Priest would partially bake each of the loaves 
of his griddle-cake offering and then fry it in a shal- 
low pan with the remainder of its quarter-log of oil. 
According to the Rambam the loaves would not be 
baked extensively. He interprets the opinion of Rabbi 
Yosei as meaning that the loaves should first be lightly 
baked and then fried. The Rambam rules in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei because the 
halakha is generally in accordance with his opinion 
and because his reasoning is compelling (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 13:3, and see 
Kesef Mishne there). 


And they override Shabbat - nawy nx ninit: 
The kneading and baking of the High Priest's griddle- 
cake offering override the prohibitions against per- 
forming these labors on Shabbat. This is due to the 
fact that the verse refers to the loaves as tufinei, which 
means that they must be beautiful, and they would 
not be beautiful if they were baked the previous 
afternoon. This is in accordance with the mishna and 
the interpretation of Rav Huna in the Gemara. See 
Lehem Mishne, which addresses the question of why 
the Rambam quotes this reasoning despite the fact 
that it is rejected in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 3:18). 
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Rav Nahman continued: Who is the one who said this baraita to you? 
It was the tanna of the school of Rabba bar Avuh, who says: All dis- 
qualified offerings, even piggul, which is disqualified by Torah law, 
require decay of form before they are burned. 


Rav Ashi said: The baraita can be understood even if you say it is in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis who disagree with Rabba 
bar Avuh and hold that piggul does not require decay of form. Neverthe- 
less, since at the time when the second High Priest divides the two 
halves, if he wants he can sacrifice this half, and if he wants he can 
sacrifice that other half, both halves are considered fit to be sacrificed 
and may not be burned until they are left overnight. 


§ The Gemara cites that which was stated further about the griddle- 
cake offering: How are the griddle-cake offerings of the High Priest 
prepared? The verse seems to prescribe a variety of methods of prepara- 
tion: “Ona griddle it shall be made with oil; when it is soaked, you shall 
bring it in; and baked pieces [tufinei] of the meal offering shall you 
sacrifice for a pleasing aroma to the Lord” (Leviticus 6:14). Rabbi Hiyya 
bar Abba says that Rabbi Yohanan says that it is prepared in the follow- 
ing manner: The individual preparing it bakes it in an oven and after- 
ward he fries it in a pan. Rabbi Asi says that Rabbi Hanina says that it 
is prepared in the following manner: The individual preparing it fries it 
in a pan and afterward he bakes it in an oven. 


Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said: It stands to reason in accordance with 
my opinion because the verse states: “And baked pieces [tufinei] of the 
meal offering.” The word for baked pieces [tufinei] should be under- 
stood as meaning that they shall be baked when they are still beautiful 
[te‘afena na'a], i.e., before being fried. Rabbi Asi said: It stands to 
reason in accordance with my opinion because the word tufinei should 
be understood as meaning that they shall be baked when they are 
already partially cooked [te’‘afena na], i.e., after being fried. 


This dispute between the amora’im is parallel to a dispute between 
tanna’im in a baraita: The word for baked pieces [tufinei] should be 
understood as meaning that they shall be baked when they are already 
partially cooked [teafena na]. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: It should 
be understood as meaning that they shall be baked when they are still 
beautiful [teafena na'a]. Rabbi Yosei says: The word tufinei is plural, 
indicating that the pieces should be baked extensively,“ i.e., more than 
once. Consequently, Rabbi Yosei accepts the opinion that the pieces 
should be baked when they are already partially cooked, and he also 
accepts the opinion that they should be baked when they are beautiful. 
Therefore the offering should first be baked, then fried, then baked again. 


§ We learned in a mishna elsewhere (96a): Concerning the twelve 
loaves of the High Priest’s griddle-cake offering, of which six are sac- 
rificed in the morning and six in the evening, their kneading, and 
forming of their loaves, and their baking are performed inside the 
Temple courtyard, and all labors involved in those actions override 
Shabbat." 


The Gemara asks: From where is this matter, i.e., that these actions 
override Shabbat, derived? Rav Huna said: The verse says tufinei, mean- 
ing that when it is already baked it must still be beautiful [te'afena na'a]. 
And if one would bake it yesterday, on the eve of Shabbat, it would 
become swollen [inshefa]' and no longer beautiful. Rav Yosef objects 
to this: If the purpose of baking them on Shabbat is to ensure they 
remain fresh, say that the loaves should be baked before Shabbat and 
covered with greens to preserve them. 


LANGUAGE 


Swollen [inshefa] — T9WYY: Both the exact reading of this Aramaic to the Hebrew term in the verse: “You blew [nashafta] with your 


word and its meaning are uncertain. Rashi explains that it means 
that it becomes swollen due to exposure to air, and that it is similar 


wind” (Exodus 15:10). As a result, its form has changed and it is not 
considered beautiful (Arukh). 
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The Gemara cites another explanation of why the preparation of 
these loaves overrides Shabbat. A Sage from the school of Rabbi 
Yishmael taught: The verse states: “On a griddle it shall be made 
with oil” (Leviticus 6:14), which teaches that it shall be made 
under all circumstances, even on Shabbat. Similarly, this phrase 

“shall be made” teaches that it should be made even in a state of 
ritual impurity. 


Abaye said that there is a different explanation: The verse states: 
“Fine flour for a meal offering perpetually” (Leviticus 6:13); 


this teaches that the halakha of the griddle-cake offering of the 
High Priest is like that of the meal offering that is a component 
of the daily offerings. The daily offerings override Shabbat, as 
the verse says: “This is the burnt offering of every Shabbat, beside 
the continual burnt offering, and the drink offering thereof” 
(Numbers 28:10). Therefore, preparing the griddle-cake offering 
of the High Priest likewise overrides Shabbat. 


Rava said that the basis for it overriding Shabbat is the fact that 
the verse states: “On a griddle” (Leviticus 6:14), which teaches 
that the griddle-cake offering of the High Priest requires a vessel. 
Therefore, if he had baked it the previous day rather than on 
Shabbat, it would be disqualified by being left overnight, since 
the loaves had already been consecrated in a service vessel. It is 
taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rava:" 
“On a griddle” teaches that the griddle-cake offering of the High 


Priest requires a vessel. 


The baraita continues: The continuation of the verse states: “It 
shall be made with the oil.” The fact that the verse makes refer- 
ence to “the oil” rather than just oil indicates that one is supposed 
to add extra oil to it, but I do not know how much oil to add. 


Therefore I must deduce as follows: It is stated here, concerning 

the griddle-cake offering of the High Priest: “Oil,” and it is stated 

there, with regard to the meal offering brought with the liba- 
tions that accompany animal offerings: “A tenth part of an ephah 

of fine flour mingled with the fourth part of a hin of beaten oil” 
(Exodus 29:40). Just as there, with regard to the meal offering 

brought with the libations, the amount of oil required is three 

log per tenth of an ephah of flour; so too here, in the case of the 

griddle-cake offering of the High Priest, one brings three log of 
oil per tenth of an ephah of flour." 


NOTES 


It is taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rava - The reason that the baraita is cited in support of Rava is that 
TT ANN NAN: Tosafot note that although the baraitaisadduced Rava actually agrees with Abaye (Tosafot). Rava's point is merely 
as support for Rava's opinion, it also lends support to the opinion of that in order to derive the halakha that one may prepare the 
Abaye, because it cites the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi —_griddle-cake offering of the High Priest on Shabbat there is no 
Yohanan ben Beroka, who equates the halakha of the griddle- need to resort to the verse: “Fine flour for a meal offering perpetually 
cake offering of the High Priest and the meal offering of the daily — [tamid].’ According to this explanation, Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi 
offerings by means of the verse: “Fine flour for a meal offering Yohanan ben Beroka, utilizes this verse to teach about the quantity 


perpetually [tamid]. 


of oil, not about preparing the offering on Shabbat. 


HALAKHA 


Three /og of oil per tenth of an ephah of flour - 
ted pad nw: The High Priest brings three log 
of oil together with a tenth of an ephah of fine flour 
for his griddle-cake offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 13:2). 
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Or perhaps, go this way: It is stated here, concerning the griddle- 
cake offering of the High Priest: “Oil,” and it is stated with regard 

to the voluntary meal offering: “And when anyone brings a meal 

offering to the Lord, his offering shall be of fine flour; and he shall 

pour oil upon it” (Leviticus 2:1). Just as there, with regard to the 

voluntary meal offering, one brings one log of oil for each tenth of 
an ephah of flour (see 88a); so too here, one brings one log of oil 

for each tenth of an ephah of flour. 


The baraita analyzes these two possibilities: Let us see to which 
case it is more similar, i.e., which is a better comparison to the 
griddle-cake offering of the High Priest. Perhaps we should derive 
the halakha with regard to the griddle-cake offering of the High 
Priest, which has characteristics represented by the letters tav, beit, 
shin, tet, from the halakha with regard to a meal offering brought 
with libations, which also has the characteristics represented by the 
letters tav, beit, shin, tet. These characteristics are that they are 
frequent [tadir], as these offerings are sacrificed twice daily; they 
are brought [ba‘ah] as an obligation; they override Shabbat; and 
they override impurity [tuma]. 


And we should not derive the halakha with regard to the griddle- 
cake offering of the High Priest, which has the characteristics rep- 
resented by the letters tav, beit, shin, tet, from the voluntary meal 
offering, which does not have the characteristics represented by the 
letters tav, beit, shin, tet. 


Or perhaps, go this way: We should derive the halakha with regard 
to the griddle-cake offering of the High Priest, which has the char- 
acteristics represented by the letters yod, gimmel, yod, lamed, from 
the voluntary meal offering, which also has the characteristics 
represented by the letters yod, gimmel, yod, lamed, which stand for 
the following halakhot: Each of these offerings may be brought by 
an individual [yahid]; each is brought for [biglal] its own sake, 
rather than accompanying another offering; they are not accompa- 
nied by wine [yayin] for a libation; and they require frankincense 
[levona]. 


And we should not derive the halakha with regard to the griddle- 
cake offering of the High Priest, which has the characteristics rep- 
resented by the letters yod, gimmel, yod, lamed, from the halakha 
with regard to the meal offering brought with libations, which does 
not have the characteristics represented by the letters yod, gimmel, 
yod, lamed. Consequently, the comparisons in both directions are 
equally compelling. 


The baraita continues its determination of how much oil is brought 
with the griddle-cake offering of the High Priest. Rabbi Yishmael, 
son of Rabbi Yohanan ben Beroka, says: “This is the offering of 
Aaron...the tenth part ofan ephah of fine flour for a meal offering 
perpetually [tamid], half of it in the morning, and half of it in the 
evening” (Leviticus 6:13). The fact that the verse makes reference 
to the griddle-cake offering of the High Priest as tamid teaches that 
it is in the same category as the meal offering component of the 
daily offerings [temidin]. Just as the meal offering component of 
the daily offerings requires three log of oil for each tenth of an 
ephah of flour, so too this griddle-cake offering of the High Priest 
requires three log of oil for each tenth of an ephah of flour. 


Rabbi Shimon says: The verse adds to the amount of oil that is 
required here, with regard to the griddle-cake offering of the High 
Priest, and it similarly adds to the amount of oil that is required 
there, in the case of the meal offering that accompanies the sacri- 
fice of sheep. Just as there, in the case of the meal offering that 
accompanies the sacrifice of sheep, three log of oil are required for 
each tenth of an ephah of flour, so too here, in the case of the 
griddle-cake offering of the High Priest, three log of oil are required 
for each tenth of an ephah of flour. 
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Or perhaps, go this way: The verse adds to the amount of oil that is 
required here, and it similarly adds to the amount of oil that is 
required in the case of the meal offering that accompanies the sac- 
rifice of bulls and rams. Just as there, in the case of the meal offering 
that accompanies the sacrifice of bulls and rams, two log of oil are 
required for each tenth ofan ephah of flour,’ so too here, in the case 
of the griddle-cake offering of the High Priest, two log of oil are 
required for each tenth of an ephah of flour. 


With regard to these two possibilities, let us see to which case it is 
more similar, i.e., which is a better comparison to the griddle-cake 
offering of the High Priest. Perhaps we should derive the halakha 
with regard to the griddle-cake offering of the High Priest, which is 
a meal offering that comes in the amount of a tenth of an ephah of 
flour, from the meal offering that accompanies the sacrifice of sheep, 
which is also a meal offering that comes in the amount ofa tenth of 
an ephah of flour. And we should not derive the halakha with regard 
to a meal offering that comes in the amount of a tenth of an ephah 
of flour from the halakha in the case of a meal offering that comes 
in the amount of two or three tenths of an ephah of flour, such as 
the meal offerings that accompany the sacrifice of bulls and rams. 


The Gemara asks a question with regard to the beginning of the 

baraita: This baraita itself is difficult, as it contains an internal con- 
tradiction. First you said that the expression “with the oil” stated in 

the verse concerning the griddle-cake offering of the High Priest 

serves to add extra oil, which indicates that more than the basic 

amount of one log of oilis required. And then it teaches: It is stated 

here, concerning the griddle-cake offering of the High Priest: “Oil,” 
and it is stated with regard to the voluntary meal offering that it 

must be brought with “oil.” The baraita suggests that just as one log 
of oil is brought with the voluntary meal offering, so too one log is 

brought with the griddle-cake offering of the High Priest. 


In answer to this question, Abaye said: Who is the tanna who taught 
that the term “with the oil” with regard to the griddle-cake offering 
of the High Priest serves to add extra oil? It is Rabbi Shimon, who 
holds that three log of oil are required, as derived from the meal 
offering that accompanies the sacrifice of sheep. And Rabbi Shimon 
is speaking utilizing the style of: If it were not stated. If the verse 
had not indicated by the term “with the oil” that extra oil is required, 
it would have been possible to derive from the voluntary meal offer- 
ing that only one logis required. And who is the tanna who responds 
to Rabbi Shimon’s derivation and suggests that in fact the amount 
of oil can be derived from the case of the voluntary meal offering? It 
is Rabbi Yishmael. 


Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said that the baraita should be 
understood differently: The entire baraita is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yohanan ben Beroka, 
who derives that three log of oil are required in the griddle-cake 
offering based upon the amount required in the meal offering 
component of the daily offerings. 


And with regard to the possibility of deriving that only one log is 
required, as in the voluntary meal offering, this is what he is saying: 
The term “with the oil” stated with regard to the griddle-cake offering 
of the High Priest comes to add more oil to it than the single log 
required for the voluntary meal offering. As, if the purpose of that 
term were merely to establish the basic fact that the offering must 
include oil, a verse is not needed to teach that. Since it is written 
with respect to the griddle-cake offering of the High Priest: “On a 
griddle [mahavat]” (Leviticus 6:14), it is comparable to a pan 
[mahavat] meal offering, which requires oil. 


Or perhaps the purpose of the verse is to establish only that the 
offering must include oil, and it is necessary to teach that because if 
the Merciful One had not stated: “With the oil,” I would say: Let 
it be like the meal offering of a sinner," which does not include oil. 


NOTES 


Two log of oil are required for each tenth of 
an ephah of flour - thod pad W: The verse 
states: “Or for a ram, you shall prepare for a meal 
offering two tenth-parts of an ephah of fine 
flour mingled with the third-part of a hin of oil” 
(Numbers 15:6). Another verse states: “Then 
shall there be presented with the bull a meal 
offering of three tenth-parts of an ephah of fine 
flour mingled with half a hin of oil” (Numbers 
15:9). Since one-third of a hin is four log and 
half a hin is six log, the ratio for both a ram and 
a bull is the same: Two /og of oil per tenth of an 
ephah of flour. 


| would say let it be like the meal offering of 
a sinner — XbIN AMAD NPA KIIN MT: The 

early commentaries struggle to understand this 

suggestion, as the Gemara (Sota 15a) explains 

that the reason the meal offering of a sinner has 

no oil is so that it will not be of superior quality. 
One would think the griddle-cake offering of 
the High Priest should be of particularly superior 
quality. They answer that this suggestion is in 

accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael, 
son of Rabbi Yohanan ben Beroka, whereas it is 

Rabbi Shimon who explains that the reason for 
he lack of oil in the meal offering of a sinner is 

so that it will not be of superior quality, and the 

wo tanna‘im need not agree. Another sugges- 
ion, assuming that they agree, is that the High 

Priest should also bring an offering which is not 
of superior quality so that he will not become 

haughty (commentary attributed to Rashba). 
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HALAKHA 

If they did not appoint another High Priest in his stead - 
YAMA IN [71D 12 x: If the High Priest died after sacrific- 
ing the morning half of his griddle-cake offering, and no 
High Priest was yet appointed in his stead, his heirs bring 
an entire tenth of an ephah of fine flour and it is made into 
griddle cakes. The entirety of the tenth of an ephah is sac- 
rificed, not half of it. This is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda in the mishna and baraita (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 3:22). 
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Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yohanan ben Beroka, then said: Let 

it even be that the purpose of the verse is to establish only that it 

requires oil, and even so one can arrive at the conclusion that three 

log are required due to the derivation based upon the verbal analogy 

from the meal offering brought with the libations that accompany 

animal offerings. But although Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi 

Yohanan ben Beroka, attempts to employ this derivation he is 

unsuccessful, as there is a counter-indication from another verbal 

analogy to the voluntary meal offering. Therefore, Rabbi Yishmael, 
son of Rabbi Yohanan ben Beroka, needed to derive the halakha 

from the verse: “Fine flour for a meal offering perpetually [tamid]” 
(Leviticus 6:13), as Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yohanan ben 

Beroka, concluded his statement in the baraita. 


Rabba said that the baraita should be understood differently: The 
entire baraita is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon, 
and Rabbi Shimon is speaking utilizing the style of: If it were not 
stated. 


And this is what Rabbi Shimon is saying: The term “with the oil” 
serves to add extra oil to it. As, if the purpose of that term were 

merely to establish that the offering must include oil, a verse is not 

needed to teach that. Since it is written with respect to the griddle- 
cake offering of the High Priest: “On a griddle [mahavat]” (Leviti- 
cus 6:14), itis comparable to a pan [mahavat] meal offering, which 

requires oil. And even if the verse had not stated: “With the oil,’ I 

have a manner of derivation for the fact that more than one log of 
oil is required, based upon a verbal analogy. 


But although Rabbi Shimon attempts to employ this derivation he 
is unsuccessful, as there is a counter-indication from another verbal 
analogy, and therefore the term “with the oil” is needed to teach 
that more than one log of oil is required. Nevertheless, this teaches 
only that more oil than usual is required, but the specific amount 
still must be clarified. Rabbi Shimon then said: Let the griddle-cake 
offering of the High Priest be like the meal offering that accompa- 
nies the sacrifice of bulls and rams, which require two log of oil per 
ephah of flour. 


Rabbi Shimon then said: We should derive the halakha 


with regard to the griddle-cake offering of the High Priest, which is 
a meal offering that comes in the amount of a tenth of an ephah of 
flour, from the meal offering that accompanies the sacrifice of sheep, 
which is also a meal offering that comes in the amount of a tenth of 
an ephah of flour, and not from a meal offering that is brought in the 
amount of two or three tenths of an ephah of flour. 


M I S H N A If they did not appoint another High Priest 


in his stead," from whose property was the 
griddle-cake offering brought and sacrificed? Rabbi Shimon says: 
It is brought and sacrificed from the property of the community. 
Rabbi Yehuda says: It is brought and sacrificed from the property 
of the heirs of the High Priest. And for the duration of the period 
until a new High Priest was appointed, the griddle-cake offering was 
sacrificed as a complete tenth of an ephah of fine flour. 
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GEMARA The Sages taught in a baraita: In a case 

where the High Priest died and they did 
not appoint another High Priest in his stead, from where is it 
derived that his griddle-cake meal offering should be sacrificed 
from the property of the heirs of the High Priest? The verse 
states in reference to the griddle-cake offering: “And the anointed 
priest that shall be in his stead from among his sons shall offer it” 
(Leviticus 6:15). 


One might have thought that the heirs should sacrifice it in halves 
as the High Priest does. Therefore the verse states “it,” teaching that 
they should sacrifice all of the tenth of an ephah and not half of it; 
this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. 


Rabbi Shimon says: The continuation of the verse: “It is a statute 

forever [olam] to the Lord,’ teaches that in this case of a High Priest 

who has died and has not yet been replaced, the offering is brought 

from the property of the world [olam], i.e., the community. The 

end of the verse: “It shall be wholly made to smoke to the Lord,” 
teaches that although it is brought by the community and not bya 

priest, the entire tenth of an ephah should be sacrificed and not 

eaten. 


The Gemara asks: And did that verse: “And the anointed priest that 
shall be in his stead from among his sons shall offer it,’ come to 
teach this halakha that Rabbi Yehuda derived from it? 


That verse is needed for that which is taught in a baraita: “This is 
the offering of Aaron and of his sons, which they shall offer to 
the Lord in the day when he is anointed” (Leviticus 6:13). One 
might have thought that since the verse speaks of the offering in the 
singular, it means that Aaron and his sons should sacrifice one 
offering. Therefore the verse states: “Which they shall offer to the 
Lord,” in plural, teaching that Aaron sacrifices an offering by him- 
self" as the High Priest, and his sons sacrifice offerings by them- 
selves as ordinary priests. When the verse refers to “his sons,” these 
are the ordinary priests. Each priest must bring a griddle-cake 
offering as an offering of initiation when he begins his service. 


Do you say that this is referring to the offering of initiation of ordi- 
nary priests, or is it referring only to the griddle-cake offering of 
the High Priests? When the verse states in the continuation of that 
passage: “And the anointed priest that shall be in his stead from 
among his sons shall offer it; it is a statute forever to the Lord; it 
shall be wholly made to smoke to the Lord” (Leviticus 6:15), the 
griddle-cake offering of the High Priest is thereby mentioned. 
How do I realize the meaning of the term “his sons” in Leviticus 
6:13? These are the ordinary priests, and the verse is referring to 
their offering of initiation. Consequently, verse 15 is referring to the 
basic obligation of the High Priest to bring the griddle-cake offering, 
rather than referring to a case of a High Priest who died. 


Aaron sacrifices an offering by himself — iny» 153 fame: The 
requirement for the High Priest to bring a griddle-cake offering 
is distinct from the requirement for an ordinary priest to bring a 
griddle-cake offering upon his initiation to the Temple service, 


NOTES 
in that the initiation offering is brought only once in the priest's 
lifetime, whereas the High Priest brings his offering twice daily. 
Rabbeinu Yitzhak Abravanel offers ten reasons why the High 
Priest is unique in this regard. 
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The Gemara answers: The verse teaches both the basic obligation of 
the High Priest to bring the griddle-cake offering daily and the fact 
that when he dies his heirs must bring the offering until a new High 
Priest is appointed. If it were so that the verse is teaching only that 
the heirs of a High Priest who died must bring the griddle-cake 
offering until a new High Priest is appointed, let the verse merely 
write: The anointed priest that shall be in his stead, his sons shall 
offer. What is the need to say: “From among his sons”? Learn from 
the fact that verse uses this term that two halakhot are derived from 
the verse. 


The Gemara asks: And what does Rabbi Shimon, who derives 
the halakha that it should be entirely sacrificed from the phrase: 

“It shall be wholly made to smoke,” do with that word “it,” from 
which Rabbi Yehuda derives this halakha? The Gemara answers: He 
requires it to teach that in the case of a High Priest who died after 
bringing the first half of his griddle-cake offering, and then they 
appointed another High Priest in his stead, the replacement High 
Priest should neither bring half of a tenth of an ephah of flour from 
his house nor sacrifice the remaining half of the tenth of an ephah 
of the first High Priest, i.e., his predecessor. 


The Gemara asks: Let him derive this halakha from the expression: 
“And half of it” (Leviticus 6:13), as discussed on 50b; the word “and,” 
which is added by the letter vav at the beginning of the word, is 
expounded to mean that the replacement High Priest must bring a 
complete tenth of an ephah of fine flour. The Gemara answers: He 
did not derive the halakha from there because he does not expound 
the extra letter vav in that word, as he holds that its addition is not 

significant. 


The Gemara asks: And what does Rabbi Yehuda, who holds that if 
the High Priest dies and a new one has not yet been appointed the 
griddle-cake offering is brought by the previous High Priest’s heirs, 
do with that phrase: “It is a statute forever to the Lord,’ from which 
Rabbi Shimon derives that it is brought from communal resources? 
The Gemara answers: It teaches that the statute requiring the High 
Priest to sacrifice the griddle-cake offering is to apply forever. 


The Gemara asks: According to Rabbi Yehuda, why do I need the 
phrase: “It shall be wholly made to smoke”? The Gemara answers: 
He requires it for that which is taught in a baraita: I have derived 
only that the griddle-cake meal offering of the High Priest men- 
tioned above is included in the mandate: “It shall be wholly made 
to smoke” (Leviticus 6:15), and that the voluntary meal offering of 
the ordinary priest mentioned below is included in the prohibition: 
“It shall not be eaten” (Leviticus 6:16). 


From where is it derived that one is mandated to apply what is said 
about that verse to this one, and what is said about this verse to 
that one? The verse states with regard to the griddle-cake offering: 
“Wholly,” and the verse uses the word “wholly” with regard to the 
voluntary meal offering of a priest, in order to teach a verbal anal- 
ogy: It is stated here, with regard to the griddle-cake meal offering 
of the High Priest: “Wholly” (Leviticus 6:15), and it is stated there, 
with regard to the voluntary meal offering of the ordinary priest: 
“Wholly” (Leviticus 6:16). 


Just as here, with regard to the griddle-cake meal offering, it is 
included in the mandate: “It shall be wholly made to smoke,” so 
too there, the voluntary meal offering of the ordinary priest is 
included in the mandate: It shall be wholly made to smoke. And 
just as there, with regard to the voluntary meal offering of the ordi- 
nary priest, the verse comes to place a prohibition on its con- 
sumption, so too here, with regard to the griddle-cake meal offering 
of the High Priest, the verse comes to place a prohibition on its 
consumption. 
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The Gemara asks: And does Rabbi Shimon hold that in a case where 
the High Priest died and a new one has not been appointed, the 
requirement that the griddle offering be brought from the property 
of the community is by Torah law, as indicated by the fact that he 
derives this halakha from a verse? 


But didn’t we learn in a mishna (Shekalim 7:6) that Rabbi Shimon 
said: The court instituted seven ordinances with regard to the 
financial aspects of offerings and consecrations; and this ordinance, 
namely, that the cost of the libations accompanying the sacrifice of a 
found animal is borne by the public, is one of them. These are the 
other ordinances: In the case of a gentile who sent his burnt offering 
from a country overseas," and he sent with it money for the pur- 
chase of the libations that must accompany it, the libations are sac- 
rificed at his expense. And if the gentile did not cover the cost of the 
libations, itis a condition of the court that the libations are sacrificed 
at the public’s expense, with funds taken from the Temple treasury. 


And similarly, in the case of a convert who died without heirs and 
left animals that he had designated as offerings," if he has the liba- 
tions, i.e., ifhe also had set aside libations or money for that purpose, 
the libations are sacrificed from his estate. And if he did not do so, 
the libations are sacrificed from public funds. 


And another ordinance: It is a stipulation of the court with regard 
to a High Priest who died, and they did not yet appoint another 
High Priest in his stead," that his griddle-cake meal offering would 
be sacrificed from public funds. Rabbi Shimon then enumerates 
three additional ordinances. In any case, it is clear from this mishna 
that Rabbi Shimon holds that this halakha concerning the offering 
of a High Priest who died is a rabbinic ordinance, rather than Torah 
law. 


Rabbi Abbahu’ said in response: In fact, Rabbi Shimon holds that 
this halakha is by Torah law. But in fact, there were two ordinances 
that were enacted concerning this matter. 


Initially, they acted in accordance with that which is prescribed by 
Torah law, and if a High Priest died and a new High Priest had not 
yet been appointed in his stead, his griddle-cake meal offering would 
be sacrificed from public funds. Once they saw that the funds in the 
chamber of the Temple treasury were being depleted, the Sages 
instituted an ordinance that the payment for the offering should be 
collected from the previous High Priest’s heirs. Once they saw that 
the heirs were negligent in the matter and did not bring the offering, 
they revoked the previous ordinance and established it in accor- 
dance with the halakha as it is by Torah law, that it is brought from 
public funds. 


§ The Gemara cites the continuation of the mishna in Shekalim (7:7): 
And the court enacted an ordinance with regard to the red heifer 
that one is not liable to bring an offering for misusing consecrated 
property ifhe derives benefit from its ashes." The Gemara asks: Why 
does the baraita state that this is an ordinance of the court, when in 
fact it is by Torah law? As it is taught in a baraita: The verse states 
with regard to a red heifer: “It is a sin offering” (Numbers 19:9), 
which teaches that a red heifer is treated like a sin offering in that one 
is liable for misusing it. The fact that it states: 
indicates that if one derives benefit from it, the animal itself, he is 
liable for misusing consecrated property, 


Rabbi Abbahu - 113% +37: Rabbi Abbahu was an amora in Eretz 
Yisrael during the third generation of amora‘im. He was the preemi- 
nent disciple of Rabbi Yohanan, whom he cites hundreds of times 
throughout the Talmud. Rabbi Abbahu also cites contemporaries 
of Rabbi Yohanan, including Reish Lakish and Rabbi Elazar. He in 
turn is quoted often by his student Rabbi Zeira. Rabbi Abbahu 
eventually became head of the academy at Caesarea. Much is 


PERSONALITIES 
wisdom, modesty, and reverence. Rabbi Abbahu would say: The 
world endures only due to the merit of those who humble them- 
selves (Hullin 89a). Rabbi Abbahu was most famous for his homilies, 
and many people would flock to hear his sermons. He was also 
skilled in mathematics and fluent in Greek. In addition to all these 
abilities, Rabbi Abbahu was known for his handsome looks, physical 
strength, and his wealth. 


related in the Talmud about this Sage's generosity, righteousness, 


“It is a sin offering” 


NOTES 


A gentile who sent his burnt offering from a coun- 
try overseas — ot nyman indiy nowy ria: Some 

explain that the reason Rabbi Shimon discussed a 

case where the gentile sent the offering from over- 
seas as opposed to from somewhere in Eretz Yisrael 

is that the Sages tend to discuss prevalent cases, and 

at the time of the Temple, there were not many gen- 
tiles living in Eretz Yisrael. The Rambam writes: If a 
gentile sent his burnt offering from another province, 
indicating that this halakha applies only in that case 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 4:3). He 
may have understood that if the gentile lives nearby, 
he is instructed to provide the libations (Tosefot Yom 

Tov on Shekalim 7:6). 


HALAKHA 


A gentile who sent his burnt offering from a coun- 
try overseas — ort nyan indiy nowy »ia: Ifa gen- 
tile sent his burnt “offering from another province but 
failed to send money for the required libations along 
with it, the libations are sacrificed at the public's 
expense with funds taken from the Temple treasury, 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shekalim 4:3). 


A convert who died without heirs and left animals 
that he had designated as offerings — mim Maw 33 
wma: If a convert died without heirs and left ani- 
mals designated as offerings, and he also left wine or 
money for their libations, the libations are sacrificed 
from that which he had designated. If he did not 
leave the libations or the money for their purchase, 
they are purchased with public funds taken from the 
Temple treasury, in accordance with the statement 
of Rabbi Shimon (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shekalim 4:4). 


And they did not yet appoint another High Priest 
in his stead — YAna Nx pia 12 xd: If the High 
Priest died and no High Priest was yet appointed i in 
his stead, the griddle-cake offering is brought from 
the Temple treasury. This is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shekalim 4:4, and see Kesef Mishne 4:3 there). 


One is not liable for misusing consecrated prop- 
erty if he derives benefit from its ashes - xy x 
AKA povin: One who derives benefit from a red 
heifer from the time of its consecration until it is 
burned to ashes is liable for the prohibition against 
misusing consecrated property. Once it has turned 
to ashes, this prohibition no longer applies (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 2:5). 
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Perek IV 
Daf52 Amuda 


NOTES 


By Torah law if one derives benefit from it he is liable for 
misusing consecrated property — povin AI MITT: 

Tosafot (51b) note that it is not necessary to derive thatthe 
prohibition against deriving benefit applies with regard to 
a red heifer, as it applies with regard to any consecrated 

item. Rather, the derivation here teaches that even after 
one has violated this prohibition, the prohibition remains 
in force. This is different from the general halakha, which is 
that once one has derived benefit from consecrated prop- 
erty, the prohibition no longer applies to that property. 
Some later commentaries maintain that it is necessary to 
derive that the prohibition against misusing consecrated 
property applies at all to a red heifer, because otherwise 
one might have thought that the red heifer is not even 
considered to be in the category of items consecrated 

for Temple maintenance. One might have thought that 
the red heifer is like communal ritual baths, which do not 
have the sanctity of the Temple maintenance (Sefat Emet; 
Griz; Keren Ora; Hazon Ish). 


They decreed that it is subject to the halakhot of 
misuse of consecrated property — ayn maama: One 
interpretation of this is that the Sages decreed that the 
ashes be subject to the halakhot of misuse, even though 
they are not subject to these halakhot by Torah law (Rashi). 
Another understanding is that the Sages decreed that 
the ashes are consecrated with sanctity that inheres in 
their value. Once this consecration is in effect, one who 
derives benefit from the ashes is liable by Torah law for 
misuse of consecrated property (Shita Mekubbetzet on 
51b, citing Rashi). 


They established it in accordance with the halakha as 
it is by Torah law — xO MAPIN: The result of their 
ordinance was that people refrained not only from using 
the ashes for their wounds, but they also ceased sprin- 
kling it on people in cases where it was uncertain whether 
they required sprinkling. Since the ordinance was too 
effective in preventing people from using the ashes, it 
was necessary to revert to the halakha by Torah law that 
the ashes are not subject to the halakhot of misuse (Ram- 
bam’s Commentary on the Mishna, Shekalim 7:7). 


HALAKHA 

A new collection of funds is organized for them - 
a pasa apna: If there is a need to sacrifice a bull for 
an unwitting communal sin or to sacrifice a goat due to 
communal idol worship, the funds are not taken from the 
Temple treasury. Rather, a separate collection is under- 
taken to raise the funds (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shekalim 4:2). 
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but if one derives benefit from its ashes, one is not liable for misus- 
ing consecrated property. It is clear from the baraita that by Torah 
law one is not liable for misuse of consecrated property ifhe derives 
benefit from the ashes of a red heifer. 


Rav Ashi said in response: In fact, this halakha is by Torah law, 
but there were two ordinances that were enacted concerning this 
matter. By Torah law, if one derives benefit from it, the animal itself, 
he is liable for misusing consecrated property," but if he derives 
benefit from its ashes he is not liable for misusing consecrated 
property. Once the Sages saw that people were treating the ashes 
of the heifer disrespectfully, and making salves for their wounds 
from it,’ they decreed that it is subject to the halakhot of misuse of 
consecrated property™® and one may not derive benefit from it. 


Once they saw that as a result of this decree people were refraining 

from sprinkling it in cases where there was uncertainty as to 

whether or not an individual was impure and required sprinkling, 
they revoked the decree and established it in accordance with the 

halakha as it is by Torah law," that one is not liable for misusing the 

ashes of a red heifer. 


§ The Gemara cites a dispute between Rabbi Shimon and Rabbi 
Yehuda that is similar to the one cited earlier. The Sages taught in a 
baraita: If there is a need to sacrifice the bull for an unwitting com- 
munal sin, brought if the Sanhedrin issues an erroneous halakhic 
ruling concerning a prohibition for which one is liable to receive 
karet and the majority of the community acts upon it, or the goats 
brought if the Sanhedrin issues an erroneous ruling permitting idol 
worship and the majority of the community acts on it, a new col- 
lection of funds is organized for them." The funds are not taken 
from the collection of the Temple treasury chamber, unlike other 
communal offerings. This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi 
Shimon says: The funds for these sacrifices come from the collec- 
tion of the chamber. 


The Gemara challenges: But isn’t it taught in a baraita the opposite, 
i.e. that the first opinion cited above is that of Rabbi Shimon and 
the second is that of Rabbi Yehuda? Which of the two baraitot is 
the later one and therefore the more accurate and authoritative 
version of their opinions? 


The Sages said the following before Rav Ashi: Let us say that the 
first baraita cited above is the later one, as we have heard that 
Rabbi Shimon is concerned about the possibility of negligence. 
Just as Rabbi Shimon was concerned above that the heirs of the 
High Priest would not provide the funds for the griddle-cake offer- 
ing, it is reasonable to assume that he would be concerned that 
people would not contribute to a new collection, and therefore the 
funds are taken from the collection of the chamber. 


BACKGROUND 


Making salves for their wounds from it - manh mI TAY: It 
was very common to use ashes in order to treat topical wounds 
and skin irritation or infection. Placing ashes on a wound stopped 
the bleeding and constricted the spread of an infection, although 
it could leave a scar. It is possible that people specifically used 
the ashes of the red heifer because they ascribed supernatural 
curative powers to them due to their sanctity. 


Misuse of consecrated property - myyn: The halakhot of mis- 
use of consecrated property are stated in the Torah (see Leviti- 
cus 5:14-16) and discussed at length in tractate Meʻila. The basic 
principle is that anyone who derives benefit from consecrated 


property unwittingly, i.e., without the knowledge that it was 
consecrated property, violates this prohibition. One who does 
so is obligated to bring a guilt offering and to pay to the Temple 
the value of the item from which he derived benefit. In addition, 
he pays an additional one-fifth of the value as a fine. In most 
cases, after that item is misused it loses its consecrated status, 
and the sanctity is transferred to the money that he pays to the 
Temple. The Torah does not discuss the case of one who derives 
benefit intentionally. Atonement for intentional misuse cannot 
be attained by sacrifice of a guilt offering or by payment of a fine 
of one-fifth of the value of the misused item. 
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Rav Ashi said to the Sages: You may even say that the latter baraita 

cited above is the later and more authoritative one. When Rabbi 

Shimon expressed that he is concerned about the possibility of 
people acting with negligence, that was only with regard to a matter 
that does not provide them with atonement, e.g., the griddle-cake 

offering of the deceased High Priest. But Rabbi Shimon is not con- 
cerned about the possibility of negligence with regard to a matter 
that does provide them with atonement, e.g., these sin offerings. 


The Gemara asks, in light of the fact that the discussion above was 
inconclusive: What conclusion was reached about it; which baraita 
is later and more authoritative? 


Rabba Zuti’ said to Rav Ashi: Come and hear a resolution, as it is 
taught in a baraita: The verse concerning the daily sacrifice: “Com- 
mand the children of Israel, and say to them: My food that is pre- 
sented to Me for offerings made by fire, ofa pleasing aroma to Me, 
you shall observe to sacrifice to Me in its due season” (Numbers 
28:2), serves to include the bull for an unwitting communal sin and 
the goats of idol worship. This teaches that the funds for these 
offerings come from the collection of the chamber; this is the 
statement of Rabbi Shimon. This proves that it is Rabbi Shimon 
who holds that these sacrifices are brought from the collection ofthe 
chamber. 


§} The mishna teaches: And for the duration of the period until a new 
High Priest is appointed, the griddle-cake offering was sacrificed as 
a complete tenth of an ephah of fine flour. Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba 
says that Rabbi Yohanan raises a dilemma: Does the mishna mean 
that a complete tenth of an ephah is offered in the morning and 
another complete tenth of an ephah is offered in the afternoon, 
because this offering is sacrificed twice a day and is not divided in 
half when it is not brought by the High Priest himself? Or does it 
perhaps mean that a complete tenth of an ephah is sacrificed in the 
morning and the offering is canceled in the afternoon? 


Rava said: Come and hear the resolution to this dilemma from that 
which is taught in a mishna (Tamid 31b) describing the order of the 
nine priests who brought the limbs of the daily offering up to the 
ramp of the altar, both in the morning and in the afternoon: The 
eighth priest carries the griddle-cake offering of the High Priest. 
And if it were so that the offering is canceled in the afternoon, 
then sometimes one would not find the eighth priest carrying the 
griddle-cake offering. What are the circumstances when there 
would be no eighth priest? In a case where the High Priest died after 
he brought his griddle-cake offering in the morning and they did not 
yet appoint another High Priest in his stead. Therefore, it must be 
that a complete tenth of an ephah was also brought for the afternoon 
offering. 


The Sages stated this proof before Rabbi Yirmeya. Rabbi Yirmeya 
rejected it and said: Those foolish Babylonians, because they dwell 
in a low-lying and therefore dark land, they state halakhot that are 
dark, i.e., erroneous. 


Rather, with regard to that which the same mishna teaches: The 
seventh priest carries the fine flour for the meal offering component 
of the daily offering and the ninth priest carries the wine for the 
libations that accompany the daily offering, is it also the case that 
they are never canceled? 


That is not correct, as it is derived from the verse “Their meal offering 
and their libations” (Numbers 29:18) that these items may be sacri- 
ficed even at night, despite the fact that the daily offering they accom- 
pany must be sacrificed during the day. Similarly, the phrase “their 
meal offering and their libations” indicates that these items may be 

sacrificed even the next day (see 44b). Under those circumstances 

there would not have been fine flour and wine brought by the seventh 

and nine priests at the time of the daily offering. 


PERSONALITIES 

Rabba Zuti - y% may: Rabba Zuti, who is 
sometimes referred to as Rava Zuti, was a sixth- 
generation Babylonian amora. He was a colleague 
of Ravina and Rav Ashi, and he worked together 
with them to clarify traditions of the Sages. He was 
known by this name, meaning Rabba the Small, to 
distinguish him from the great third-generation 
amora Rabba bar Nahmani. 
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Rather, one must explain that the tanna does not teach cases of 
what if, and is speaking only about the typical case. So too with 
regard to Rava’s proof from the mishna, it is not compelling because 
the tanna does not teach cases of what if the High Priest dies and a 
successor has not yet been appointed. 


The Sages then brought Rabbi Yirmeya’s analysis before Rava. Rava 
initially said to them: You state our inferior statements, which can 
be refuted, before the Sages of Eretz Yisrael, but you do not state 
our superior statements before them? 


And Rava then said to them: This statement, that the griddle-cake 
offering is sacrificed twice a day even if there is no High Priest, is 
also one of our superior statements, as the verse states concerning 
the griddle-cake offering of the High Priest: “Fine flour for a meal 
offering perpetually [tamid], half of it in the morning, and half of 
it in the evening” (Leviticus 6:13). This teaches that the griddle-cake 
offering of the High Priest is like the meal offering component of 
the daily offerings [temidin] and must be sacrificed in the morning 
and the afternoon, even if the High Priest died and was not yet 
replaced. 


The Gemara asks: What halakhic conclusion was reached about this 
matter? Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: Come and hear a resolution 
to Rabbi Yohanan’s dilemma, as it is taught explicitly in a baraita: If 
the High Priest died and was not yet replaced, a complete tenth of 
an ephah is sacrificed in the morning and another complete tenth 
of an ephah is sacrificed in the afternoon. 


§ Rabbi Yohanan says: Abba Yosei ben Dostai and the Rabbis 
disagree as to the amount of frankincense brought with the griddle- 
cake offering of the High Priest. 


Abba Yosei ben Dostai says: The High Priest separates two hand- 
fuls of frankincense for his griddle-cake offering each day; one 

handful for his morning offering and one handful for his afternoon 

offering. And the Rabbis say: The High Priest separates one hand- 
ful of frankincense each day for his griddle-cake offering. He divides 

it in halfand brings half a handful for his morning offering and half 
a handful for his afternoon offering." 


The Gemara clarifies: With regard to what principle do they dis- 
agree? Abba Yosei ben Dostai holds that since one does not find 
a case where the Torah explicitly states that half a handful is sacri- 
ficed, he brings a complete handful for each offering. And the Rab- 
bis hold that since one does not find a case where a tenth of an 
ephah requires two handfuls of frankincense, he brings only one 
handful and divides it between the two offerings. 


Having discussed the quantity of frankincense that is generally 
brought with the griddle-cake offering, the Gemara now addresses 
a case where the High Priest died. Rabbi Yohanan raises a dilemma: 
In the case of a High Priest who died and they did not yet appoint 
another in his stead, 


HALAKHA 


Half a handful for his morning offering and half a handful for 
his afternoon offering - Dawa pa yanip xm NNW yanip sn: 
If the High Priest died and another was not yet appointed, a 


complete tenth of an ephah of fine flour is sacrificed in the morn- 


ing and another complete tenth of an ephah is sacrificed in the 
afternoon for the griddle-cake offering. The amount of oil and 
frankincense is not doubled, despite the fact that the amount of 


fine flour is doubled. The normal amount of three /og of oil and 
one handful of frankincense is brought, and they are each divided 
in half. Half a handful of frankincense and one and a half log of 
oil are used for the morning offering, and the same amounts 
are used for the afternoon offering. This is in accordance with 
the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 
UMusafin 3:22). 
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according to the Rabbis," who hold that generally one handful of 
frankincense is divided between the morning and afternoon offer- 
ings, is the amount of frankincense doubled or not? Do we say 
that since in this case its fine flour is doubled, as a complete tenth 
of an ephah of fine flour is sacrificed in both the morning and 
evening, its frankincense is also doubled? Or perhaps that which 
the verse reveals, i.e., that a complete tenth ofan ephah is sacrificed 
in the morning and afternoon, it reveals, and that which it does 
not reveal, it does not reveal; and therefore, since the verse does 
not indicate that the amount of frankincense is doubled, only one 
handful is brought. 


And furthermore, what is the halakha concerning the oil of the 
griddle-cake offering in a case where the High Priest died and was 
not yet replaced, both according to Abba Yosei ben Dostai and 
according to the Rabbis? Is the required amount three log, as it is 
when the High Priest brings the griddle-cake offering, or is the 
amount of oil doubled just as the amount of fine flour is doubled? 


Rava said: Come and hear a resolution to the dilemma concerning 
the quantity of frankincense that is brought in this case, based upon 
a mishna (106b): There are five halakhot pertaining to a handful. 
The halakha of the frankincense sacrificed with the griddle-cake 
offering of the High Priest is not included in this number, because 
only half a handful of frankincense is sacrificed at one time. And if 
it is so that when there is no High Priest a complete handful is 
brought in the morning and in the afternoon, then sometimes you 
find that there are seven" halakhot pertaining to a handful. 


The Gemara rejects this proof: The tanna does not teach cases of 
what if the High Priest died, and is speaking only about a typical 
case. The Gemara relates that Rav Pappa was sitting and teaching 
this halakha. Rav Yosef bar Shemaya said to Rav Pappa: But the 
mishna does list the case of one who intentionally offers up the 
handful from a meal offering outside the Temple courtyard, who 
is liable to receive karet. This is not a standard case but rather a case 
of what if, and nevertheless it is taught in the mishna. Accordingly, 
Rava’s proof is valid. 


The Gemara asks: What conclusion was reached about this matter? 
Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: Come and hear a resolution, as it 
is taught in a baraita: In the case of a High Priest who died and 
they did not yet appoint another in his stead, a complete tenth 
of an ephah of fine flour is brought for the griddle-cake offering in 
the morning and another complete tenth of an ephah is brought 
in the afternoon. And one separates two handfuls of frankincense 
for it, and sacrifices one handful with the morning offering and 
one handful with the afternoon offering. And one separates three 
log of oil for it, and brings a log and a half with the morning 
offering and a log and a half with the afternoon offering. 


The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion is this baraita? 
If we say that it is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, 
what is different about its frankincense such that it is doubled in 
the case where the High Priest died, and what is different about 
its oil such that it is not doubled? 


Rather, the baraita is in accordance with the opinion of Abba Yosei 
ben Dostai, who said: The griddle-cake offering of the High 
Priest generally requires two handfuls. And therefore when the 
baraita requires two handfuls of frankincense in the case where the 
High Priest died and another has not yet been appointed, the frank- 
incense is not being doubled and the oil is also not doubled. 
Therefore, three log of oil are required, as usual. 


NOTES 


According to the Rabbis — pa: Rashi explains that 
this dilemma is relevant only with regard to the opin- 
ion of the Rabbis but not with regard to the opinion of 
Abba Yosei ben Dostai, who holds that a full handful of 
frankincense is always brought with the griddle-cake 
offering in both the morning and the evening. The 
reason for this is that there is no precedent for burning 
two handfuls of frankincense as a single offering. 


Sometimes you find that there are seven — pat 
myaw ay Anawn: Rashi explains that although the 
two handfuls are both brought with the griddle-cake 
offering, and the sacrifice of the griddle-cake offering 
in the morning and afternoon comprises two compo- 
nents of the same mitzva, the handfuls of frankincense 
would have been counted separately in the mishna’s 
list. There is precedent for this in this mishna, which 
counts the two bowls of frankincense that accompa- 
nied the shewbread separately, despite the fact that 
they are actually components of one mitzva. 


3911p: MENAHOT : PEREK IV:52B 327 


328 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


MENAHOT : PEREK IV: §2B ° :33 911 p15 


xd omit ya pi KIKI row 
mp] aN? AAW) AN ED 
abaan xb 

rh MAND 37I T 931 WN 
PDT INP DT TON MD INADA 
DNS AY po a7 We KT) 
Wo pyg nean aM mw 


PIPIT eB MP NTN 


nbana by pan 


And from the fact that according to Abba Yosei ben Dostai the 
requisite oil is not doubled, one can conclude that also according 
to the Rabbis its frankincense and its oil are not doubled. 


This discussion in the Gemara began with Rabbi Yohanan present- 
ing the dispute between Abba Yosei ben Dostai and the Rabbis, and 
it concludes with his ruling concerning their dispute. Rabbi 
Yohanan says: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Abba Yosei ben Dostai. The Gemara asks: And did Rabbi Yohanan 
actually say this? But doesn’t Rabbi Yohanan state a principle that 
the halakha is in accordance with the ruling of an unattributed 
mishna, and we learned in the unattributed mishna cited earlier: 
There are only five halakhot pertaining to a handful. Since the 
mishna does not list the fact that a handful of frankincense is offered 
twice daily with the griddle-cake offering, how can Rabbi Yohanan 
accept that opinion? 


The Gemara answers: They are different amora’im, and they dis- 
agree with regard to the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan. One said that 
Rabbi Yohanan rules in accordance with Abba Yosei ben Dostai, and 
one said that according to Rabbi Yohanan the halakha is always in 
accordance with an unattributed mishna. 
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This chapter discussed mitzvot and offerings with regard to which the failure to fulfill 
one component does not prevent one from fulfilling another component. The begin- 
ning of the chapter dealt with the white and sky-blue strings of ritual fringes. The 
mishna explains that each of these two components can be fulfilled independently, 
and if one does not have sky-blue strings he can still fulfill the mitzva of wearing 
white strings. 


The Gemara then expanded the discussion to address in depth the topic of sky-blue 
wool. This discussion included clarification of how the sky-blue dye is produced and 
how the sky-blue strings are tied onto a garment. The Gemara also engaged in a more 
general discussion concerning ritual fringes, including the relationship between the 
corners of the garment and the strings, as well as the size and other characteristics 
that determine whether a garment is required to have ritual fringes. The Gemara 
also cited homiletical expositions emphasizing the importance of the mitzva and its 
meaning. This chapter contains the primary discussion of the mitzva of ritual fringes 
in the Talmud, and serves as the source for most of the halakhot of ritual fringes. 


The chapter then discussed various offerings that are interconnected, and clarified 
when the lack of one prevents the sacrifice of the other and when it does not. In many 
instances, one may sacrifice an offering even though one is not able to sacrifice a 
related offering. This is true not only of different offerings brought on the same day, 
e.g., the daily offerings and the additional offerings, but even of components of the 
same offering. It is possible to sacrifice one of the animals required for the additional 
offering if the others are not available. There are some additional offerings where each 
individual component prevents the fulfillment of the mitzva with the others. This 
is true of the additional offerings of Sukkot and the offerings of Shavuot mentioned 
in Leviticus, chapter 23. 


This chapter also contained an extensive discussion of the two loaves of Shavuot and 
the communal peace offering of two sheep that accompanies them. The Gemara 
explores the question of their interdependence and the nature of their relationship. 


The daily offering, the incense, and the griddle-cake offering of the High Priest are 
all sacrificed in two halves, half in the morning and half in the afternoon. In all these 
cases, if the morning offering was not sacrificed, the afternoon offering may still be 
sacrificed. An exception to this is the case where the service of anew altar had not yet 
been initiated, as it must be initiated by means of the daily offering of the morning. 


There is a unique requirement in the case of the griddle-cake offering of the High 
Priest, which is that he must bring the entire offering at one time and then divide 
it in half. Therefore, if the High Priest sacrificed the morning component of his 
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griddle-cake offering, and he then died and a replacement was appointed, the new 
High Priest must bring another complete offering in the afternoon and sacrifice half 
of it. The Gemara tangentially delved into the topic of this unusual offering, which, 
on the one hand, is an offering incumbent on an individual, the High Priest, and on 
the other hand is part of the fixed communal Temple service. 


These were the main topics discussed in this chapter. Other topics that were discussed 
tangentially include the apparent contradictions between the verses in Ezekiel and 
the Torah concerning the Temple service; whether the court instructs people to sin 
in order to achieve a greater religious gain; and priorities among offerings depending 
on their relative sanctity and frequency. 
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Since the publication of the first volume of the Koren Talmud Bavli we have employed 
some transliterated acronyms, such as Rambam, to give the translation a more 
authentic flavor. These acronyms are used throughout this volume where they are 
well known and where the acronym helps readers easily identify the author in ques- 
tion. The following chart provides the full name of each author or work alongside 
its common acronym. 
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aharal 

aharam Alashkar 
aharam Brisk 

aharam Halawa 
aharam Lublin 

aharam Mintz 

aharam of Rothenburg 
aharam Padua 

aharam Schick 
aharam Schiff 


aharatz Hayyut 


Rabbi Yehuda Loew of Prague 
Rabbi Moshe Alashkar 

Rabbi Mordekhai Brisk 
Rabbi Moshe Halawa 
Rabbi Meir of Lublin 
Rabbi Moshe Mintz 
Rabbi Meir of Rothenburg 
Rabbi Meir of Padua 
Rabbi Moshe Schick 


Rabbi Meir Schiff 


Rabbi Tzvi Hirsch Chajes 


Radak 
Radbaz 
Ralbag 
Ramah 
Rambam 
Ramban 
Ran 
Rashash 
Rashba 
Rashbam 
Rashbatz 
Rashi 
Re'em Horowitz 
Rema 

Ri HaLavan 
Ri Haver 
Ri Migash 
Riaf 

Riaz 

Rid 
Ridvaz 

Rif 

Rim 

Ritva 

Riva 
Rivam 
Rivan 


Rivash 


Rosh 

Shakh 

Shas 

Sheelat Ya‘avetz 
Shela 

Siddur Rashi 
Sma 

Smag 

Smak 


Talmid HaRa‘ah 


Rabbi Shlomo ben Rashbatz 
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Rabbi Shlomo, son of Rabbi Shimon ben Tzemah Duran 
Rabbi David Kimhi 

Rabbi David ben Zimra 

Rabbi Levi ben Gershon 

Rabbi Meir HaLevi 


Rabbi Moshe ben Maimon 


Rabbi Moshe ben Nahman 

Rabbeinu Nissim ben Reuven of Gerona 
Rabbi Shmuel Strashun 

Rabbi Shlomo ben Adderet 

Rabbi Shmuel ben Meir 

Rabbi Shimon ben Tzemah Duran 


Rabbi Shlomo Yitzhaki 


Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz 

Rabbi Moshe Isserles 

Rabbeinu Yitzhak ben Ya'akov of Prague 

Rabbi Yitzhak Isaac Haver 

Rabbi Yosef Migash 

Rabbi Yoshiya Pinto 

Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Younger 

Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Elder 

Rabbi Ya'akov David ben Ze'ev Wilovsky 

Rabbi Yitzhak Alfasi 

Rabbi Yitzhak Meir of Gur 

Rabbi Yom Tov ben Avraham Asevilli (of Seville) 
Rabbeinu Yitzhak ben Asher 

Rabbi Yitzhak ben Meir 

Rabbi Yehuda bar Natan 

Rabbi Yitzhak ben Sheshet 

Rabbeinu Asher ben Rabbi Yehiel 

Siftei Kohen by Rabbi Shabtai Cohen Rappaport 
The Six Orders of the Mishna 

Responsa of Rabbi Ya'akov Emden 

Shenei Luhot HaBerit by Rabbi Yeshaya HaLevi Horowitz 
Siddur compiled by Rashi’s students 

Sefer Meirat Einayim by Rabbi Yehoshua Falk 
Sefer Mitzvot Gadol by Rabbi Moshe of Coucy 
Sefer Mitzvot Katan by Rabbi Yitzhak ben Yosef of Corbeil 


A student of Rabbi Aharon HaLevi 
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Talmid HaRashba A student of Rabbi Shlomo ben Adderet 
= Turei Zahav by Rabbi David HaLevi 
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